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A  SECOND 

DEFENCE 

O  F  T  H  E 

DISSERTATION,  &c. 

had  very  little  intention,  or  in¬ 
clination  to  engage  myfelf  any 
further  in  the  controverfy  con¬ 
cerning  Phlegon  s  Eclipfe  :  but 
fince  the  Revd.  Mr.  Chapman ,  and 
the  Author  of  the  Letter  addreffed  to  me  from 
Oxford ,  have  each  with  great  appearance  of 
Learning  attempted  a  defence  of  this  Tefti- 
mony  againft  what  I  had  urged,  it  may  juftly 
be  expeded  that  I  fhould  either  acknowledge 
my  miftake,  or  give  the  reafons  which  ftill 
weigh  with  me  for  retaining  my  former  o- 
pinioiio 

A  a 


But 
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( + ) 

But  before  I  enter  into  a  particular  exami¬ 
nation  of  their  Arguments,  it  will  be  proper 
in  this  place  to  remove  a  prejudice,  that  hath 
been  fuggefted  by  one  of  thefe  Gentlemen  in 
the  courfe  of  this  debate.  The  Author  of 
the  Letter  to  me,  has  charged  me  with  <€  ri- 
®c  fing  in  oppofition  to  one  of  the  received 
*c  teftimonies  of  that  Religion  which  I  be* 
<c  lieve  to  be  true.” 

He  cannot  mean  by  thofe  words,  “  one  of 
45  the  received  teftimonies ,”  a  teftimony  uni- 
verfally  received,  becaufe  he  cannot  but  know, 
that  feveral  very,  learned  men  have  not  re - 
ceived  it.  If  Phlegon  s  Eclipfe  could  be  pro¬ 
ved  to  have  happened  in  the  year  in  which 
Chrift  died ,  and  if  there  was  no  natural 
great  Eclipfe  in  that  year,  then  it  might 
juftly  be  urged  as  a  ftrong  collateral  proof 
in  confirmation  of  the  Darknefs  mentioned 
by  the  Evangelifts.  But  in  truth  the  year 
of  the  death  of  Chrift  is  not  fo  certain  as  to 
be  agreed  in  by  Chronologers  any  more  that 
the  year  of  Phlegon  s  Eclipfe.  Sir  Ifaac  New¬ 
ton  with  great  probability  contends  that  he 
died,  A .  D.  34.  Now  if  Chrift  died  A .  D> 
34.  and  Phlegon9 s  Eclipfe  happened  as  in  the 
common  reading,  OL  202.  4.  ,tis  plain, 
that  with  him  it  could  not  be  admitted  as 
a  teftimony  to  the  darknefs  at  the.  Paflion, 
fioce  it  did  not  happen  in  the  year  that  Chrift 

died 
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died  according  to  him,  but  in  the  year  be¬ 
fore  it. 

Again ;  There  are  very  eminent  divines, 
who  make  no  fcruple  of  declaring,  that  fuch 
as  conceive  that  the  Eclipfe  mention’d  by 
Phlegon  was  the  fame  with  the  darknefs  in 
the  Gofpels,  are  preffied  with  inextricable 
difficulties a.  Thofe  that  place  the  death  of 
Chrift  in  A.  D.  32,  are  forced  to  correil 
the  numbers  in  Eufebiusy  and  make  no  fcru¬ 
ple  of  doing  fo,  if  they  pay  any  regard  at 
all  to  this  Eclipfe  b. 

I  do  but  juft  mention  thefe  things,  which 
with  eafe  I  could  enlarge  upon,  that  this  A. 
may  fee,  that  if  it  be  a  crime  in  me  to  oppofe 
this  Teftimony,  *tis  a  crime  that  Sir  If.  New¬ 
ton  y  Mont  ague ,  Voffius ,  Kepler ,  Bafnagey  &c. 
(Men  of  great  Learning,  and  true  believers 
of  the  Chriftian  Religion)  may  all  be  e- 
qually  charged  with,  as  much  as  I  can  be. 

I  proceed  now  to  confider  the  Arguments 
urged  by  this  Author ;  and  likewile  thofe 
of  Mr.  Chapman ,  who  profelfes  that  he  has 
examined  Phlegon  “  critically  and  imparti- 
“  ally.”  I  have  read  both  their  books  with 
a  great  deal  of  pleafure;  and  I  cannot  but 
give  them  my  thanks  for  their  labours :  and 

3  Quasritur,  an  iftius  IkXu^wc,  meminerint  Phlegon  et  Thal- 
1  is  apud  fandtos  Patres  ?  qui  quidem  unanimiter  eo  propendcnt, 
fed  inextricabilibus  premuntur  difficultatibus.  Montacu,  Orig. 
Ecclef.  Tomi  prioris  Pars  poller,  p.  419. 
b  Petavius  Doctrina  Temporu». 

if 


if  I  ftill  differ  from  them  in  the  point  in 
hand,  it  is  only  where  I  think  reafon  and  juft 
critique  differ  from  them.  I  fhall  always 
acknowledge  the  fchollarlike  manner  in 
which  they  have  both  wrote :  and  this  mu  ft 
be  my  apology  for  troubling  them,  and 
the  world ,  with  fome  remarks  on  their 
performances. 

Mr.  Chapman  begins  with  obferving,  how 
long  Phlegons  works  were  extant,  viz.  as 
low  as  Suidas s  times ,  or  about  the  year 
3025,  and  obferves,  that  <c  it  feems  evident 
€C  that  Suidas  had  feen  them  entire :  for  he 
<c  tells  us  the  number  of  books  in  the  whole 
e<  work,  and  in  what  Olympiad  they  end, 
e£  and  ufes  the  word  e<n  of  them,  as  of  books 
then  extant,  without  the  leaft  hint  of  their 
a  being  loft,  either  in  whole  or  in  part  at 
€C  that  time  ” c.  He  had  juft  before  obferved, 
We  know  they  were  extant  in  Photius  s 
time ,  who  lived  in  the  ninth  Century  , 
<c  becaufe  he  had  them  in  his  own  hands , 
“  made  confiderable  extrads  out  of  them, 
cc  and  had  read— as  far  as  the  177th  Olym- 
“  piad y”  ibid.  In  anfwer  to  all  which  I 
obferve, 

1  ft.  That  there  is  no  politive  evidence 
that  Suidas  ever  faw  Phlegony  notwithftand- 
ing  he  t£  tells  us  the  number  of  books  in 

£  Thlegon  examined,  critically  and  impartially,  p.  7. 
ll 
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<c  his  work  lince  he  might  eafily  be  fup- 
pofed  to  have  taken  his  account  from  fome 
other  Author.  Nor  will ,  the  words  cited 
in  the  Margin  d,  nor  Suidas’s  filence  about 
Phlegon s  books  being  loft,  prove  that  he  ever 
faw  them.  However,,  as  the  Admiflion  or 
Denial  of  their  being  extant  fo  long,  is  of  no 
confequence  to  the  prefent  debate,  as  will 
appear  hereafter,  I  will  not  difpute  this  point 
any  further. 

So  again  ;  When  ’tis  faid,  cc  We  know 
<c  they  were  extant  in  Photius’ s  time  f 5 
This  is  more  than  can  be  proved  5  or  that 
that  part  of  them  which  contained  the 
paflage  now  in  debate  was  ever  in  Phot  kids 
<c  hands,3'  is,  I  apprehend,  impoffible  to 
be  fhewn.  "Tis  quite  unaccountable  ^that 
Photius  fhould  fpeak  as  he  does  ,  if  that 
work  were  entirely  extant ,  and  C£  in  his 
<c  own  hands/'  <c  Phlegon ,  fays  Photius ,  be- 
“  gan ,  as  I  have  faid,  from  the  ijl  Olympi- 
cc  ad ,  and  he  defcendsy  as  »  he  himfelf  fays, 
<c  down  to, Adrian’s  times .  But  1  have  read 
“  to  the  ijjth  Olympiad  in  which ,  &c.  ” e 
Is  this  the  language:  of  one  who  had  the 


i  ,  J 


d  ’Eci  cx  d  roc  TTpuyQivrcc  ftccvrccx*. 

Suid. 

e  Tw  [/jzv  kv  ocpyyy  rS  cvyfpocfjbiAocrcc.  ceVTsp  &<pyu>2y, 

f  5  .  /  \\  /  TsA  d  >  \  \  A/ 

OAVf/jTTiCCOOC,  KOLUTOU'  7CCoTSt(Ti  02,  UVTO$  (pVKTt,  T609 

AfyicevS  xpovav.  ’Ejaoi  J'g  fitysyyctH&q  fA*XP *  foC  oXvjA7ridk<z,  &C. 

Photius  Biblio.  p.  264,  J  ; 

whole 
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whole  work  quite  down  to  Adrian's  time 
before  him  $  or  is  it  not  rather  of  one  who 
had  jive  books  only,  and  not  the  whole 
fixteen ?  When  he  fays,  exprefsly  that  he 
had  read  but  jive  books  this  muft  interpret 
his  introdudtion,  where  he  fays,  that  he  had 
read  Phlegon's  Chronicles  and  account  of  the 
Olympiadic  Vigors g.  Why  does  he  not  appeal 
to  Phlegoris  teflimony  for  the  time  to  which 
he  continued  his  Chronicle,  if  he  had  had 
the  Chronicle  before  him  ?  Or  why  does  he 
change  his  language,  as  he  does  ?  He  “  be- 
“  gan,  as  I faid ,  at  thefirft  Olympiad;  and  he 
“  continues,  as  He  himfelf  faysy  to  Adrians 

“  times,”  Why  — -cc  as  he  himfelf  fays - - 

if  the  book  was  in  his  own  hands,  and  he 
could  fee  how  low  it  came  ?  Nor  is  this 
like  Photius  in  other  cafes,  where  he  ufually 
tells  us  how  many  books  a  work  contain¬ 
ed  ;  whereas  here  he  takes  no  notice,  that 
thefe  Chronicles  contained  fixteen  books* 
For  this  reafon  I  am  very  far  from  knowing 
what  Mr.  Chapman  fays,  44  we  know  that 
“  Phlegon  s  Writings  were  extant  in  Photius  s 
u  time,  and  that  he  had  them  in  his  own 
“  hands”  No  more  can  be  proved  to  be  ex- 

f  M i%pt  f//tv  returns  fhot  tvi$  o?jj^xuI£o<,  h  wivri  if  uvocy* 

tuoris  yiyovvi.  ibid.  p.  265. 

8  ’Aviyva&n  (p^tyovres  TqotXXixvZ ,  otKihivSicX  r9  uuroxpdrcpos 
Aj^tuvS  favfjbrtmxSf  jcpnKWi  rvvayuyn,  ibid,  p.  264. 
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tant  than  the  five  firft  books:  and  conse¬ 
quently  the  pafiage  which  mentions  this  E- 
clipfe,  and  which  was  in  the  13th  book,  was 
probably  even  then  loft. 

However  let  us  admit  the  whole  to  have 
been  extant  in  Photius  s  time,  and  even  in 
Saidas  s,  yet  {till  the  point  is  far  from  being 
proved,  (and  unlefs  that  be  proved,  this  ap¬ 
paratus  will  be  of  no  fervice)  viz.  that  all  the 
Writers  which  cite  the  controverted  pafiage 
before  Saidas  s  time,  cited  it  from  Phlegons 
own  book.  They  might  perhaps,  if  the  books 
were  extant,  have  had  opportunities  of  con¬ 
sulting  them  :  but  in  the  prefent  cafe,  it  may 
very  juftly  be  queftioned,  whether  the  author 
of  the  Chronic  on  Pafchale ,  or  Anajlajius  or 
Freculphus ,  or  indeed  any  on  whom  any  ftrefs  is 
laid,  except Eufehius  d.ndPhi/oponusi  ever  look’d 
into  Pklegon  upon  this  occafion  The  reafon 
why  I  make  this  queftion  is,  becaufe  I  {hall  be 
able  to  (hew,  that  all  thofe  Writers,  or  all  but 
one,  who  quote  this  pafiage  of  Phlegon ,  did 
not  in  fadt  cite  it  from  the  original  Author 
himfelf,  but  tranferibed  it  from  Eufehius . 

You  will  fay,  That  however  others  might 
tranferibe  Eufehius ,  yet  Eufehius  himfelf 
gives  us  the  pafiage  from  Phlegon  himfelf. 
He  does  fo :  but  the  queftion  is*  whether  he 
has  done  it  exadtly,  or  not.  And  the  ground 
of  this  doubt  is  this ;  that  Eufehius  plainly 
very  much  miftook,  or  artfully  confounded 

6  times 
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times  in  other  authors,  to  fupport  his  prefent. 
point;  and  dragged  into  his  fervice  paflages 
from  them,  which  had  no  relation  (except  to 
a  ftrongly  prejudiced  perfon)  to  the  fubjeft  in 
hand  :  for  wdiich  reafon  it  may  juftly  be  enqui¬ 
red,  whether  he  has  dealt  more  fairly  by  Pble- 
gon ,  than  he  has  done  in  the  fame  place  by  other 
authors,  and  other  fails.  He  mentions,  e.  g. 
Three  fails,  and  but  Three ,  as  happening  in  the 
fame  year  in  which  the  death  of  Chrifl  hap¬ 
pened.  Now  Two  of  them  are  demonflrably 
falfe;  I  mean  that  they  did  not  happen  in 
the  year  in  which  they  are  faid  by  Eufebius 
to  have  happened  :  what  fecurity  then  is  there 
that  the  Third  is  rightly  applied? 

To  this  the  anfwer  is,  This  paflage  is  cited 
by  the  Chronicon  Pafchale  “  twice  in  the 
4C  fame  form  h  with  Eufebius :  ”  A  third  writer 
among  the  Greeks  that  has  quoted  the  fame 
paffage  of  Plegon  is  <c  Johannes  Philopoims 

<c  _ —  who  appears  very  plainly  to  have 

read  in  Phlegon ,  r er<tpra>  mi,  the  fourth 
cc  ye  ary  of  01.  202. 1  And  befides  thefe  of 
“  the  Greeks ,  there  are  Jerom ,  and  Amfafius 
tC  of  the  Latins ,  and  the  author  of  the  Hifto- 
a  ria  mifcella  about  the  year  784,  and  FrecuL 
u  phus  Lexovienfis  about  824.  k  ”  All  thefe 
have  cited  Phlegon ;  and  fuch  as  tranflate  his 
words  are  exprefs  in  their  translations” 


Chapman,  p.  :6.  1  Ibid.  p.  18. 


of 


k  Ibicl.  p.  19. 


of  them,  viz.  the  fourth  year  of  Oly.  20 z. 
Upon  this  evidence  Mr.  Ch.  makes  thefe  re¬ 
marks,  p.  20.  1  ft.  that  “  all  thefe  writers  that 
££  quote  and  tranflate  this  pafiage  of  Phlegon 
££  lived  whilft  the  works  of  Phlegon  were  yet 
££  in  being.”  2dly.  ££  Here  are  no  lefs  than 
££  fevenantient  writers,  three  Greek,  and  four 
<£  Latin,  all  concurring  in  one  uniform  read- 
*£  ing  of  a  controverted  numeral.”  p.  21. 

I  acknowledge  this  ftate  of  the  cafe  to  be 
well  put,  and  to  have  the  appearance  of  ex- 
actnefs;  yet  ftill  I  think  much  more  is  to  be 
done  to  clear  up  this  point.  For  admitting 
Phlegon  s  writings  to  have  been  extant  fome- 
where,  even  down  to  Suidas’s  times,  ( which 
yet  has  not  been  proved )  yet  ftill  if  it  can 
be  proved,  that  all  the  writers  that  quote  this 
paftage,  and  which  “  concur  in  one  uni- 
£C  form  reading,”  tranfcribed  it  from  Eufe- 
bius ,  and  not  from  Phlegon ;  then  thefe  are 
all  of  no  more  evidence  than  the  (ingle  au¬ 
thority  of  Eufebius  is.  To  (hew  therefore 
how  this  fadt  is,  I  (hall  examine  each  author 
particularly.  And 

Firjl ,  I  (hall  begin  with  the  Chronicon 
pafchale  whofe  words  are  thefe.  £C  The  Pa- 
££  gans  likewife  have  taken  notice  of  this 
£C  year,  mentioning  exprefsly  the  Earthquake 
<£  that  happened :  and  particularly  Phlegon 
££  the  Collector  of  the  Olympiads.  For  in 
€f  his  13th  book  he  fays  thus.  In  the  ivth 

B  2  year 
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4 6  y ear  of  the  20 id  01.  there  happened  an 
<c  Eclipfe  of  the  Sun ,  the  great  eft  of  any 
“  known  before ;  it  was  [as~\  dark  as  night  at 
“  the  Jixth  Hoar  of  the  day ,  jo  that  the  jiars 
<c  appeared  in  the  heavens.  'There  was  like - 

wife  a  great  Earthquake  in  Bithynia, 

<£  overturned  a  great  part  of  Nice.  Thus 
cc  the  Fore  mention  ed  Person, 
ct  knowing  the  extraordinary  nature  of  this 
ric  Eclipfe  of  the  Sun.1” 

The  Citation  is  made  a  fecond  time  from 
Phlegon  a  few  pages  afterwards;  and  therefore 
need  not  be  again  tranfcribed  ;  and  his  con¬ 
cluded  with  the  very  fame  words  again, 
Thus  the  fore-mentio?ied  per  foil. m  I  have 
given  it :  however  in  the  margin  a  fecond 
time  for  the  fake  of  a  remark  which  I  fhall 
make  upon  it. 

Mr.  Chapmans  obfervations  on  this  author 
are  :  “  Fie  expreiTes  in  both  places  the  fourth 
“  year,  not  by  the  numeral  but  by  rercLpla 
“  at  length.”  That  “  thefe  teftimonies  of 
tC  the  Chronicon  Pafehale  are  more  antient 
“  than  they  are  commonly  fuppofed.”  That 
<<r  Dufrefne  has  informed  us  that  it  is  really 


T  S}  Su  &c.  TATTA  ‘O  A  H  A120EIS  AN  HP,  yv#5 
Chron.  Pale.  p.  219. 

m  'Ifopws.  (pXtym  6  rcic,  OXvfAfftsic'z.q  rthtxaf  xlyav,  rai  &  £ 
T  A  T  T  A  Q  A  H-  A  129A1  2  A  N  A  P.  ibid.  p.  222, 

“  made 
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made  up  of  two  parts,  corn po fed  by  diffe- 
€C  rent  authors  at  different  times:  the  firft 
cc  ends  A, .  D.  354,  the  fecond  continues  it 
“  down  from  that  year  to  630:”  That 
“  the  teftimonies  cited  are  in  the  former 
“  part  of  it,  and  confequently  are  not  to 
“  be  placed  lower  than  A.  D .  354,  a  few 
iC  years  after  Eufebius  ”  p.  17,  18,  To  all 
which  I  anfwer. 

1  ft.  Mr.  Chapman  too  haftily  avers,  that 
<c  in  both  places”  in  the  Chronicony  “  the 
“  fourth  year  is  expreffed  not  by  the  nume- 
“  ral  T,  but  by  TeripTa,  at  length.”  This 
is  fo  far  from  truth ,  notwithftanding  it 
ftands  printed  by  Mr.  Ch.  in  capitals  in  both 
places,  that  in  the  Edition  now  before  me  * 
i.  e.  Dufrefne'  s,  Paris ,  1688,  in  the  firft 
place  only  is  it  printed,  at  length  ;  in  the 
fecond  place,  it  is  in  fadt  expreffed  by  the 
numeral  £ ,  as  in  the  margin.  And  fo  it  is, 
in  the  fame  manner,  in  the  New  Edition  of 
the  Chronicon  Pafchale  printed  at  Venice  1729. 

2.  I  admit  that  Dufrefne  has  faid,  that  the 
Chronicon  is  u  made  up  of  two  parts,  com- 
<c  pofed  by  different  Authors  at  different 
<c  times  V  and  “  that  the  firft  ends,  A .  D« 
<c  354.”  But  yet  I  cannot  come  into  his  o- 
pinion.  For 

When  this  firft  fuppofed  Author  is  writing 
of  St.  Paul  in  the  times  of  Nero ,  or  Olym. 
2 1 1.  he  mentions  “  Eutyches,  and  Arms , 

“  and 
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u  and  Apollinariusy  and  their  followers 
Eutyches  flourifhed  A .  JD.  450,  or  therea¬ 
bouts.  Apollinarius,  A .  D.  370.  But  it  is  not 
thefe  that  he  mentions  alone,  tho’  that  would 
be  fufficient  to  confute  the  early  age  of  this 
Author,  but  he  mentions  the  Herefies  of  thefe 
Men  as  (bread  and  embraced ,  which  muff 
throw  him  lower  than  450  Hill.  Apollina¬ 
rius  was  condemned  about  377  pr  378: 
Eutyches  about  451.  Now  how  much  after 
this,  the  “  followers”  of  thefe  men  may  ex¬ 
tend  to,  is  uncertain  ;  but  fome  time  mull 
be  allowed  for  this;  and  if  you  allow  but 
lixteen  or  feventeen  years,  then  here  is  men¬ 
tion  made  of  people  a  full  hundred  years 
after  this  A.  is  fuppofed  to  have  finished  his 
Chronic  on. 


Again;  In  p.  146— to  p.  161,  we  have  a 
particular  account  of  the  fewifh  Prophets, 
taken  from  one  called  Dorotheas ,  a  pretended 
Billiop  of  Eyre,  who  is  faid  to  have  died  un¬ 
der  Julian ,  when  he  was  a  hundred  and 
feven  years  old.  This  Story  of  him ,  has 
made  him  be  plac’d  as  eminent  in  the  year 
303,  or  thereabouts.  But  yet  it  is  questio¬ 
ned  very  juftiy  ,  Whether  there  was  ever 
fiich  a  man  Bilhop  of  Eyre  before  the  year 
4 57,  i.  e.  much  about  the  time  when  Euty- 
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cbes  was  alive.  Take  the  words  of  Dr.  Cave 

for  this0 - “  Who  ever  made  mention 

“  of  a  Dorotheas  Bifhop  of  Tyre ,  in  the 
“  times  of  Dioclefian  or  Julian  T  nay  before 
<c  the  year  457,  when  Phofius  Biihop  of 
“  Tyre  being  depofed,  one  Dorotheas  was 
<£  put  in  his  place  ?  Whoever  mentioned  a 
<c  Dorotheas  as  a  Martyr  under  Julian ,  or  a 
<c  Confeffor  under  Dioclefian  ?  The  Roman 
<c  Martyrology  June  5th,  fays,  He  buffered 
cc  many  things  under  Dioclefian  3  Our  ano- 
£t  nymous  Writer ,  that  he  was  banifhed. 
£C  Could  this  be  a  Secret  to  Eufebius ,  who 
<c  enquired  diligently  in  all  parts,  after  the 
<c  bufferings  of  Martyrs  and  Confeffors,  He 
“  himfelf  being  a  Confeflor  in  this  perfe- 
“  cution  3  and  what  is  more,  at  this  time  he 
“  was  at  Tyre  ?  Who  but  a  very  ftupid  block- 
“  head  indeed,  would  talk  of  a  Dorotheas  a  Gre- 


°  Quis  alicujus  Dorothei  Tyriorum  Epifcopi  Diocletiani  vel 
Julian!  tempore  mentionem  fecerit  ?  imo  vel  ante  457,  quando 
depoftto  Photio  Tyri  Epifcopo,  Dorotheus  quidam  in  locum 
-ejus  fubrogatus  ell  ?  Quis  unquam  Dorotheum  mb  Juliano  Mar- 
tyrem,  fub  Diocletiano  confeftorem  dixerit  ?  Sub  Diocletiano 
multa  pafiiis  ell,  inquit  Martyrologium  Romanum  Jun.  5. 
Exilio  multatus  eft,  ait  Anonymus  nofter.  Sed  an  hoc  latuiftet 
Eufebium,  qui  Martyrum  et  Confeflbrum  gefta  undique  conqui  • 
ftvit,  ipfe  fub  hac  perfccutione  confeftbr,  et  quod  magis  adhuc, 
ipfe  hoc  circiter  tempore  Tyri  degit  ?  Quis  nift  bardus,  et  eui 
vix  fanum  ftnciput,  Dorotheum,  hominem  Grecum,  et  Tyri 
inter  Phcenices  antiftitem,  commentarios  fuos  latino  fermone 
confcribentem.  nobis  ftfteret,  &c.  G^vt,  Hift.  Jdtterar.  in  voc. 
Dorotheus. 


CC 


cian 
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u  clan,  a  Bifhop  of  Tyre  in  Phoenicia i  wri- 
cc  ting  his  pieces  in  Latin ,  ”  &c. 

Here  then  is  a  long  extradb,  taken  out  of 
a  forgery ,  which  was  very  probably  no 
older  than  the  year  525  :  and  it  is  own’d 
that  it  is  fupported  by  no  teftimony  of  any 
writer,  earlier  than  the  fixth  Century.  Ear¬ 
ly  enough  indeed  for  one  who  carries  his 
Chronicon  to  the  year  630;  but  how  it 
fhould  be  cited  by  one  that  finished  his  book, 
and  lived  as  early  as  354,  is  to  me  uncon- 
ceiveable. 


Again  in  p. '  228,  This  A.  cites  Bajil 
the  Great ,  Bifhop  of  Gafarea  in  Cappa¬ 
docia,  who  was  not  made  Bifhop  of  that 
place  till  .the  year  370.  or  thereabouts?. 

In  the  fame  page  he  cites  Gregory's  Ora¬ 
tion  upon  the  Paffover.  Now  Gregory  s  was 
Bajil s  great  friend,  and  died  about  389.-— 
too  late  for  an  author  to  cite  who  lived 
and  finifhed  his  book  near  forty  years  be¬ 
fore. 


In  another  place  he  mentions  c£  Leontius" 
as  living  a  good  while  before  himfelf,  and 
relating  roh  orfb  y/xuv,  to  them  who  lived  be¬ 
fore  this  author  s  times ,  the  ftory  of  Baby - 


P  ’Bucr'xtmc  6  ubtyuc,  KxurMpe'otz  ’’EWcncor®'1  ytyovaf^ 

tZ  7\oyt)  T60  7rpOTpi7T\lK(S  $i$  TO  ibid.  p.  228. 

*1  hca  I  ptyopi®*  t  0  hnoMy©-’  Cv  to J  sj’s  to  ttcc^oc  Xoyc*>,  ibid. 
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las  s  Martyrdom*.  Now  Leontius  lived  un¬ 
der  yulian ,  and  died  A.  D.  3 5 8,  and  he 
told  the  ftory  to  a  generation  at  leaft,  per¬ 
haps  to  fuch  as  had  lived  feveral  generati¬ 
ons  before  this  writer  :  now  yulian  lived 
fome  years  after  354.  Leontius  too  was 
dead,  and  the  generation  or  generations  after 
him,  before  our  Author.  Here  therefore  is 
fufficient  evidence,  that  there  is  no  founda¬ 
tion  for  placing  this  writer  fo  early  as  Du - 
frefne  has  done;  and  confequently  that  there 
is  no  reafon  to  make  him  any  of  the  Prin¬ 
cipals  in  this  debate  :  Nor  mu  it  it  be  pre¬ 
tended,  that  the  inftances  produced  are,  like 
many  others  of  the  fame  book,  interpola¬ 
tions  of  the  continuator,  fince  thefe  were 
all  in  Lucas  Holftenius's  copy,  and  are  not 
marked  as  interpolations  by  the  learned  Edi¬ 
tor  Dufrefne . 

3.  However  let  us  admit  that  this  writer 
lived  as  early  as  A.  D>  354.  I  cannot  but 
obferve,  that  the  Author  of  the  Chroni- 
con  Pafchale  not  only  had  Eufebius  s  Chro- 
nicon  before  him,  but  that  he  in  fad:  tran- 
fcribed  from  thence  a  very  great  number  of 
palfages.  This  is  advancing  a  ftep  further 
towards  the  point  in  hand.  And  here. 


r  K area  k}  tovto  tfipi  tS  kyla  to$  j- 

ytjcrctTo  ro7$  IIPQ  yj^cov  o  ptjctxc<pio$  teeVTi®*  e  ixi<r%o7ro$  ’A 
ibid.  p.  270, 

1.  He 


C 
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1.  He  was  fo  rigid  a  follower  of  Eufebius , 
that  he  tranfcribed  even  his  miftakes.  Thus? 
in  the  reign  of  Afa  King  of  Juda f,  Achi - 
meleck  the  ?7inth  High  Priejl  was  famous ,  and 
fo  it  is  in  feroni  s  1  verhon  of  Eufebius ,  ex¬ 
cepting  only  that  he  does  not  give  him  the 
title,  of  the  Ninth  and  calls  him  Abi  meleck. 
But  where  do  we  meet  with  any  fuch  High 
Frielt  as  Abimeleck ,  or  Achimeleck ,  in  AJa  s 
time  either  in  the  fcriptures,  or  in  Jofephus  r 
Mr.  Selden  u  has  obferved,  and  Dufrefne  has 
cited  him  for  it,  that  no  mention  is  made  of 
this  High  Priejl  in  Afa’s  reign ,  any  where 
except  in  Eufebius  §  Chronicon,  and  in  fome 
later  Chronologers .  Or  if  you  would  have 
Achimeleck  to  be  the  fame  with  Achimaaz , 
yet  ftill  the  miftake  of  the  name  is  tran¬ 
fcribed  from  Eufebius . 

2.  The  author  of  the  Chronicon  Pafchale 
fays,  that  tc  Numa  gave  the  people  a  largefs, 

in  wooden  and  clay  money  w.”  Jerom  s  ver- 


*  Ap^ispsug  inoerce,  ’AyJfjjiXtv  tyvap^sro.  p.  g 
f  Hebraeorum  Pontifex  maximus  Abimelech  illuftrls  liabetur, 
Eufeb.  Chro.  ad  Ann.  Eufebian.  MLII. 

u  Neque  in  facra,  neque  in  profana  veterum  hiftoria  hujus  fub 
hoc  rege  mentio  alibi  comperta ;  tametli  eum  in  recentiorum 
aliquot  chronologlis  retentum  inter  pontifices  atque  Afe  regno 
conjun&um  videam.  Selden.  de  Succeffione  in  Pontilicatu. 
lib.  i.  c.  q. 

vv  N  zisjfjjizc  ncLfj7?y1Xi(&j  Koyyioiftov  sJa/xfy  el  Frqt/q \  kcsclptcc  ZpXwcb 

£  orpxKivx,  Giron.  Pafch.  p.  1 17. 


lion 
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fionx  fhews  it  to  be  the  lame  in  Eufe¬ 
bius,  only  he  tranflates  it  leather  money. 
01.  17.  2.  And  yet  the  learned  Scaliger  has 
obferv’d  from  an  old  author  mentioned  by 
Suidas ,  that  Numa  gave  them  iron  and  copper 
money ;  and  it  was  in  the  times  bejore  Numa, 
that  they  had  wooden  and  clay  money. 

3.  That  writer  mentions  under  the  169th 
Olympiad  not  only  that  there  was  a  High  Fried: 
called  Jonatha ,  but  he  obferves  of  him,  that 
being  a  General  as  well  as  Pnejl  he  led  an  ar¬ 
my  againjl  the  Hyrcanians,  and  from  thence  he 
was  called  Hyrcanus^.  Jerom  z  has  juft  the 
fame  remark,  only  he  has  called  him  John,  in- 
ftead  of  Jo  ant  ha ,  or  Jonatha .  Scaliger  has  well 
obferved  that  in  the  Greek  of  Eufebius  it 
was  no  lefs  than  thrice,  Jonatha ,  and  not 
John ,  and  this  by  a  miftake  of  Eufebius  > 
and  that  the  Chronicon  Pafchale  tranfcribed 
this  miftake.  vid.  Seal,  in  loc.  p.  149.  Nor 
is  this  only  an  Error  of  the  name,  but  like- 
wife  the  tranfeript  of  a  grofs  error  in  fad:, 

x  Jerom  has  it,  Congiarium  dedit  afTes  Ugneos,  et  fcorteos. 
An.  Eufeb.  MCCCVI. 

Mirum  Numam  fcorteos,  ligneos,  et  figlinos  nummos  dedifte, 
quum  contrarium  fecerit,  fiquidem  veteri  auclori,  quem  Suidas 
producit,  aliqua  fides  habenda.  Scalig.  in.  locum. 
y  JAp%tipsb$  IspovcrccM^  luclvfoq.  Chron.  Pafc.  p.  182. 

2  leouvQus  'Isplvs  oji/jS  yi)  %rpa\vfpc, ,  kccto.  ’Tpxczvav  <rpi£T7r/yo-ec$ 

*Ypxc&vo$  f/jZTC'Jvoyjcc&v  6$  (o'  7Tpz<r€zucrcts  V&jpAictixs,  eioyyj&Tk  Suy- 
»A vtov  cptXixv  7rpo$  ccvTM$  (rntvo'iTGU,.  ibid. 

Johannes  dux  Judaeorum  et  Pontifex,  adverfum  Hircanos  beb 
lum  gerens  Hyrcani  nomen  accepit,  et  a  Romanis  Jus  amicitia? 
poftulans  decreto  Senatus  inter  amicos  relatus  eft.  An.  Eufeb, 

MDCcexcir. 

c  2 


VIZ* 
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viz.  that  he  had  his  name,  Hircanus ,  from 
his  war  with  the  Hircanians ,  a  people  that 
this  never  faw,  nor  engaged  in  any 

war  with,  I  fhall  name  but  one  in  fiance 
more  in  fo  clear  a  cafe%  and  even  that  I 
ihall  throw  into  the  margin,  that  the  cu~ 
rious  reader  may  examine  it  if  he  pleafes. 
The  words ,  the  form  of  exprejjion  is  all  taken 
from  Eufebius ;  and  the  place  in  the  feries  of 
the  Chronology  is  exactly  the  fame  in  Both; 
which  is  fufficient  to  fhew  that  he  had  Eufe - 
bias  then  before  him,  and  tranfcribed  from 
him :  and  if  any  one  is  curious  enough  to 
examine  this  matter  more  particularly  ftill, 
the  learned  editor  in  his  Notes  will  fupply 
him  with  a  hundred  inftances.  of  paffaget 
taken  from  the  Chronicon  of  Eufebius ,  tho* 
thefe  which  I  have  mentioned,  and  others, 
have  efcaped  him.  But  what  I  have  mentioned 


a  'ZwcC'yZTC&l  O  TToCC,  SSTJ  TO  ^BUTipOV  %TOC,  'OvBCTTCiTiC/.VOV 

Tt <iv  v<rct tyiv  uXeetriv  'hpevcrctXujjjwv,  bcvro  fftv  ttsvts  £  dtyjx,  trove,  xS.  <ku~ 
roZ  T(£sp iov  KflStVctp©''  xSj  tS  cr&rypiov  y-iipoyyjcoroe,  ocpxvs,  £<5  ztvj  tz<t~ 
trapeixovToi,  o'Uo.  cefo  $  sktov  trove,  A apsicv  rov  'Y<rcla-/Tov  kccOov  ri~ 
pece  biKoJbu>v$  trvx^v  a  vcdo$,  fi/ow  ufo  /3  trove,  (c1  cevrou  |y  ’OXvwTUolcSot; 

9  \  \  \  y/  n  <  y-v  'v  5  y/  \ Cf  y  \  K\  rv  J 

Z7TI  TO  TTCCpOV  ITCC,  /3  Ov2T^Ci(TMV0tJ  £1$  2Tq  <p/Q*  OC7TO  02  TV&  7Tp00TViq 

oivroii  l%\  2jciXct/j6tjv(§Xj  ytyo^m, 35  iiq  try  copy,  ChiOll.  Pafc0 
p.  247,  248. 

Jerom’s  Verfion  of  Eufebius  is.  Colligitur  omne  teinpus  in 
fecundum  annum  Vefpaftani,  etnovifiimam  Ierofolymarum  ever- 
fionem  a  quin  to  decimo  anno  Tiberii  Casfaris,  et  ab  exordio 
Evangelicae  prasdicationis,  Anni  42.  Porro  a  Darii  fecundo 
anno  fub  quo  rurfum  templum  edificaturn  eft,  anni  590.  A  pri- 
ma  autem  edificatione  templi  fub  folomone  ufque  ad  noviffimam 
ejus  ruinam  quse  fub  Vefpafiano  fadla  eft.  Anni  MCII. 

N.  B.  Vhe  Greek  of  Eufebius  agrees  in  the  Numbers  with  the 
Chronicon  Pafchale,  however m  they  differ  in  Jerom’s  Verfion, 

is 
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Is  enough  to  prove  what  I  defign,  that  this 
A.  ufually,  or  very  often,  tranfcribed  Eufebius. 

And  now  I  will  add  in  the  lafl  place,  that  the 
two  times  this  Author  cites  Phlegon ,  he  never 
cited  the  paffage  from  Phlegon  himfelf ,  but 
he  tranfcribed  it  from  Eufebius.  This  ap¬ 
pears  from  the  words  themfelves:  §\iyw  o 

tcL$  <G\viJL'7ri&$'cL5  (TwcvycLyodv. - With  thefe 

words  did  Eufebius  introduce  this  citation. 

He  concluded  it  with  thefe  • - T  A  T  A 

'O  AHAOQE'lS  ’ANH'p,  and  fo  does 
the  A.  of  the  Chronicon  Pafchale  conclude  it 
in  both  places.  Whence  could  this  arife  but 
from  his  tranfcribing  Eufebius  ;  a  book  that 
he  had  tranfcribed  already  very  often,  and 
in  the  whole  has  tranfcribed  from  it  above 
a  hundred  times. 

Mr.  Chapman  may  now  fee  a  reafon  that 
determined  me,  ( whether  it  were  a  fuffi- 
cient  one  is  left  to  the  judgment  of  the 
Reader)  not  to  place  the  author  of  the 
Chronicon  Pafchale  amongft  the  Principals  I 
cited.  I  do  not  think  him  near  fo  antient  a 
writer  as  Mr.  Ch.  does:  at  lead:  he  cannot  be 
proved  to  be  fo  :  and  if  the  interpolations  of 
the  Chronicon  are  fo  large  and  numerous  as  they 
are  reprefented,  fo  very  great  as  to  take  in  four- 
fcore  pages  in  folio  at  once,  and  almoft  every 
page  afterwards  has  fomething  or  other  foifted 
into  it,  he  ought  not  to  have  too  great  regard 
paid  to  him,  notwithftanding  fomething  may 
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be  due.  However,  in  the  point  before  us 
he  is  plainly  not  an  original  citer  from  Ph/e - 
gon,  but  a  mere  tranfcriber  of  Eujkbius. 

Secondly,  the  next  evidence  produced  is 
Phi  lop  onus.  <c  He  appears  very  plainly  to 
u  have  read  in  Phlegon f  fays  Mr.  Chapman , 
C£  rtrdprcp  era,  the  fourth  year  of  the  202d  0/. 
cc  So  he  has  it  exprefsly  in  one  place,  put- 
<c  ting  rtrdprtp  at  length ,  and  forming  a 
“  chronological  calculation  upon  it.” 

I  readily  grant  Philoponus  to  have  been 
an  original  citer  from  Phlegon:  and  I  think 
that  he  is  fo,  becaufe  he  quotes  Phlegon’s 
authority  for  the  beginning  of  the  reign  of 
Tiberius  Ccefar*.  And  he  is  the  one  only  an¬ 
tic  nt,  except  j Eufebius,  who  can  be  fuppofed 
to  have  quoted  from  Phlegon  himfelf.  Now 
Philoponus  is  acknowledged  on  all  hands,  in 
the  place  where  he  cites  Phlegon  s  own  words, 
to  have  it,  not  “  rerdpra)  at  length,”  but  <5eu- 
t epa  at  length,  i.  e.  the  2d  year.  Where  he 
does  not  cite  Phlegon ’s  words,  he  has  rerctpra, 
i.  e .  the  fourth  yean  How  to  account  for  this 
is  what  will  be  confidered  by  and  by :  at  pre¬ 
fen  t,  the  only  enquiry  is,  whether  the  feveral 
writers  that  quote  Phlegon ;  quoted  from  Phle¬ 
gon  himfelf,  or  tranfcribed  from  Eufebius . 

To  thefe  Greeks  Mr.  Chapman  has  added, 

k  ’Bourtteuiiv  yAv  yo&p  ccvtov  (p-iinv  o  tm  o^jTZpc*)  "‘Ith  t% 

ci's  ysjxoj-Jjs  oyt'oyc  Phi  lop.  de  Creati.  p.  8g. 

x«  Jerom . 
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1.  Jerom .  Now  Jerom  was  a  profeffed 
translator  of  Eufebius and  therefore  he  is 
no  additional  evidence  in  the  cafe.  He  is 
nothing  but  Eufebius  in  Latin . 

2.  The  author  of  the  Mifcella  Hijloria , 
or  Paulus  Warnefridus .  This  writer  trail- 
fcribed  verbatim  Orofius ;  and  then  at  the  end  of 
his  tranfcript,  he  adds  the  teftimony  of  Phle- 
gon,  translating  the  very  words  of  Eufebius , 
as  appears  by  the  introduction.  Orofus  had 
concluded  his  remark  with  faying,  that 
“  fome  Greek  writers  attested  the  truth  of 
€C  the  Eclipfe  at  the  Paffion.”  Paul  then 
goes  on - — - cc  Amongft  others ,  fays  he,  Phle- 
“  gon,  who  reckons  up  the  Olympiads ,  writes 
€C  about  the  fame  things  in  his  13  th  book  in 
<c  the  fame  words c.  And  thus  does  Eufebius 
introduce  the  fame  quotation  d. 

3.  Freculphus .  He  transcribed  verbatim 
Jerom  s  Latin  verfion  of  this  whole  paffage 
of  Eufebius ,  only  he  has  infer  ted  from  Oro¬ 
fius  the  fame  words  which  Paulus  Warnefri¬ 
dus  did;  and  therefore  he  is  no  additional 
evidence. 

4.  Anafiafius .  Who  profeSTes  in  terms 
that  he  tranflates  Eufebius e. 

c  Scribens  inter  caeteros  autem  Phlegon,  qui  Olympiadas  fn- 
per  ipfis  enumerat  in  decimo  tertio  fermone  iifdem  verbis  aiTerit 
haec,  See.  Mifcel.  Hifor. 

d  rpettpsi  (p^syc'jv  6  rote,  ’OXvf/jTfiolkoiq  o'vvayctykv  jrzcl  roov  avTCtiv 

ru>  M[/jX<riv  k  vrciq  reiki,  Eufeb. 

£  Eufebii  Pamphili  de  hoc  ipfo,  Anafiafius . 

And 
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And  now,  what  could  Mr.  Ch,  mean 
by  urging  as  he  had  donef,  the  learn¬ 
ing  of  Anajiafim ,  and  Freculphus ,  to  {hew 
that  they  “  confulted  Phlegon  himfelf, 
when  the  one  in  terms  declares  that  he  took 
what  he  fays  from  Eufebius :  and  the  other 
tranfcribed,  not  only  the  paffage  of  Phle¬ 
gon,  but  the  whole  that  Eufebius  has  on  this 
fubje£t  in  his  Chronicon ,  in  Jerotns  words? 
Is  it  like  a  critick ,  thus  to  produce  authorities  3 
and  thus  to  conceal  what  they  themfelves  de¬ 
clare?  Or  is  it  like  an  4C  impartial  critick 
to  reprefent  evidences  in  this  artful  manner  ? 

The  whole  therefore  of  this  evidence  de¬ 
pends  upon  Eufebius ,  fince  all  of  them  tran¬ 
scribed  him,  or  fuch  as  tranfiated  him,  except 
it  be  Philoponus ;  and  he  has,  in  confidently, 
both  the  fourth  year  as  Eufebius  had  it,  and 
the  fee  on  d  year  of  the  20  2d  Olymp. 

This  then  being  the  fail  upon  which  we 
are  to  reafon,  we  may  the  more  eafily  ex¬ 
amine  Mr.  Ch.  observations  upon  thefe  an- 
tient  teftimonies. 

“  They,  (fays  he,  p.  20.)  muffc  not  be 
cc  discredited  as  mere  tranferipts  from  one 
<£  another,  becaufe  thefe  writers  all  lived, 
cc  whilft  Phlegon  s  works  were  yet  in  being  % 
u  and  they  were  all  men  of  learning,  and 
“  and  capable  of  confulting  that  author,  and 
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no  one  can  prove  that  they  did  not  in  fadt 
€C  confult  him.  I  am  aware  of  one  objec- 
cc  tion  to  fome  of  the  Latins ,  that  their 
€c  tranflations  are  almoft  the  fame  verbatim  , 
Cc  and  therefore  they  only  copied  one  from 
gc  another,  without  ever  looking  into  Phle~ 
u  gon.  —But  why  is  it  neceffary  that  a  man 
€£  fhould  not  have  feen  the  Original  of  an 
Author,  becaufe  he  cites  another's  tranjlati * 
on  ?”  I  anfwer, 

Suppofe  that “  Phlegoii s  works  were  in  Be- 
€g  ing°  during  the  times  in  which  thefe  Wri¬ 
ters  lived,  yet  no  evidence  is  produced  to  prove, 
that  they  did  in  fa£t  examine  or  confult  him  i 
On  the  contrary,  it  appears  that  they  tranfcri- 
bed  Eufebius ,  or  jerom :  They  give  us  Tranl- 
lations  verbatim  tranfcribed :  They  give 
us  the  very  additional  words  of  Eufebius 
verbatim  tranfcribed ;  and*  they  exprefsly 
quote  Eufebius  for  what  they  fay.  However 
capable”  therefore  they  might  be  of  con- 
fulting,  yet  it  does  not  appear  that  they  ever 
did  in  fad:  confult  Phlegon0  Nor  do  I  fay*  or 
think  it  neceffary  that  a  man  C£  fhould  not  have 
€e  feen  an  original,  becaufe  he  cites  a  Tranf- 
sc  lationf’  But  the  cafe  here  is,  there  is  no 
evidence  that  any  of  thofe  mention'd  by 
Mr.  Gh.  did  fee  the  Original ;  or  if  they 
did,  yet  they  plainly  tranfcribed  Eufebius ,  or 
fueh  as  evidently  tranafited  him.  His 

TJ  gd.  Obfetf* 
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2d.  Qbfervation  is,  “  There  are  no  lefs 
4C  than  Seven  concurring  writers  for  this  paf- 
££  fage  in  one  uniform  reprefentation  of  a 

u  Fragment.  - There  is  not  one  antient 

<c  Chronological  Fragment  in  a  hundred  fo 
£C  well  attefted  and  fupported.  Many  that  are 
quoted  but  by  one  writer,  and  that  but 
“once;  others,  not  fupported  by  more 
<c  than  two  or  three,  are  often  alleged  by 
<£  Men  of  the  greateft  erudition  and  skill  in 
<c  Criticifm,  to  prove,  and  fettle  many  im- 
“  portant  points  in  antient  hiltory.”  p.  22. 

Anfwer.  Whether  there  be  <c  Seven  con- 
€£  curring  writers  for  this  paffage  in  one 
“  unifonn  reprefentation”  of  it ;  or  whether 
there  be  more  than  two  evidences,  viz .  Em- 
febhts  and  Philoponus  ;  and  thefe  two  differing 
from  each  other  in  the  reading  of  this  paf¬ 
fage,  is  left  to  the  reader.  Six  there  are  men¬ 
tioned,  who  are  indeed  £C  uniform ”  in  their 
reprefentation  of  it  ;  But  then  Five  of  them, 
either  tranjlated ,  or  tranfcribed  it,  from  the 
firft  that  quoted  it:  And  there  is  no  depen¬ 
dence  upon  the  numbers  of  that  Firft y  con- 
fidering  how  he  has  confounded  all  chrono¬ 
logy  by  crowding  into  that  year  fails  that 
had  no  relation  to  it.  And  then  as  to  the 
Seventh ,  who  appears  to  have  had  Phlegon 
before  him ;  when  he  cites  Phlegon9 s  own 
words 3  he  is  fo  far  from  concurring  with 

Eufebius , 
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Eufebius,  that  he  differs  from  him  two 
years. 

Mr.  Ch .  has  attempted  to  fhew  that  Phle - 
go?!1  s  writings  were  in  Being  'till  Suidas  s 
time,  /;  *.  to  A.  D.  1025,  or  thereabouts  j 
and  he  obferves  that  all  the  Greek  and  Latin 
writers  he  mentions,  “  that  quote  and  tranf- 
late  ”  (he  means,  or  tranflate)  “  this  paffage 
<c  of  Phlegon  lived  whilft  the  works  of  Phle - 
<c  gon  were  in  being.”  From  this  he  infers, 
“  that  all  thefe  antienc  teftimonies  may  be 
<c  call'd  original  ones,  i.  e.  fuch  as  might 
<c  have  been  taken  from  Phlegon  himfelf.” 
Every  Writer  therefore  who  lived  within  this 
time,  and  quotes  Phlegon ,  will  have  an  e- 
qual  right  upon  this  fuppofition,  to  the  title 
of  an  “  Original ”,  Now  Maximus ,  who 
lived  about  A .  D.  600,  has  thefe  words:  g 
“  Phlegon  the  Grecian  Chronologer  in  the 
u  i^th  book  of  his  Chronicle ,  in  the  203 d 
a  Olympiad  mentions  this  Eclipfe  ,  faying 
<c  that  it  came  to  pafs  contrary  to  the  ufual 
“  courfe ,  but  did  not  tell  us  the  manner  of  it.11 
Malela  is  another  Writer  that  comes  within 
thefe  times,  and  he  profeffes  to  give  us  Phle - 
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gons  own  words.  h  He  wrote  in  his  own  book 
thus  — On  the  iSth  year  of  the  reign  of  Ti¬ 
berius  Csefar,  there  was  the  great  eft  eclipfe  of 
the  Sun ,  bigger  than  any  known  before ,  and  it 
was  night  at  the  ftxth  hour  of  the  day ,  fo  that 
the  Stars  appeared.  Whilft  Phlegori  s  books 
then  are  fuppofed  to  be  extant,  here  are  at 
length  Nine  writers  to  be  produc’d,  All  of 
which  quote  it,  or  pretend  to  quote  it.  Six 
quote  it  one  way  ;  of  which  Six,  Five  are 
Franfcribers ,  or  Franftators ,  of  Eufebius ,  and 
therefore  are  in  eflfedt  All  but  one  evidence. 
Philoponus ,  where  he  profdTes  to  give  the  very 
words  of  Phi  gony  reads  it  a  2d  way  :  Maximus 
a  3d  way  :  Malela  a  4th  way.  Eufebius  and  his 
tranferibers  have  it  in  the  4th  year  of  the 
202d  Olympiad ;  Philoponus  has  it  in  the  2d 
year  ;  Maximus  in  the  203d  Olympiad ;  Ma¬ 
lela  mentions  no  year  of  the  Oly?npiady  but 
fays  in  general  that  it  was  in  the  1 8 th  year 
of  Fiber ius.  Is  there  not  ground  fufficient 
from  this  diverfity  to  fufpeCt  the  words  ?  Or 
is  it  right  to  impofe  on  the  World,  as  if  there 
were  a  a  concurring  uniformity  of  reprefen - 
“  tation,”  where  there  is  fo  flagrant  a  dif- 
fortuity?  Whether  my  correction  of  an  A, 
for  a  A,  be  right  or  not,  is  quite  another  que- 


h  Uzrl  O'J  CTXOT&Vq  °  <T o(£> CAT CC\<&J  (pXzytVV  6  ’AfW&itW 

S 1$  TV\V  UVTOU  (Tvyyp:c(py,v  TOCUTCC  Tco  OXTOKeutiXctra  ZTSl  7%$  fict- 

nnXctaq  Tt&ptzs  K &/<rap@°  iytnrc  sj&Asrhs  jjA tou  fSjtygw  ttXzov  rm 
iyv&fr^ivav  Trptrzpov-  g.  vo%  ixnpfcsv  Ixrp  7%$  yiMtpsic.  (c1  tou$ 
Malela,  p,  310, 

n: 


ition 


(  29  ) 

ition  :  but  it  is  not  confident  with  truth  to 
bear  the  world  in  hand,  as  if  it  were  beyond 
controverfy  that  Eufebius  has  given  us  the 
very  words  of  an  Author,  when  there  is  fo 
much  realonto  queftion  him. 

It  may  be  faid  perhaps,  “  that  Malela  and 
“  Maximus ,  tho’  they  both  quote  Phlegon ,  yet 
“  they  do  it  negligently,  and  not  in  the  words 
“  of  Phlegon  himfelf.”  p.  19.  But  this  is  gra¬ 
tis  faid  ;  efpecially  upon  the  prefent  Principle, 
as  to  Malela ;  and  as  to  Maximus  he  is  deter¬ 
minate  in  his  Numbers ,  which  is  all  that  is 
here  confidered.  All  of  them  cannot  be 
right ;  ’tis  poffible  that  none  of  them  may  be 
right;  and  circumftances  alone  muft  deter¬ 
mine  which  is  fo.  However  the  Argument 
here  urged,  from  their  living  whilft  Phlegon1  s 
books  were  extant ,  holds  as  good  and  as 
ftrong  for  Maximus  and  Malela ,  as  it  does 
for  Eufebius ,  or  any  that  tranfcribe  his  ac¬ 
counts.  It  proves  too  much,  and  therefore 
is  of  no  value  or  force. 

The  foundations  then  of  all  that  Mr.  Ch . 
has  faid  being  remov’d,  I  fhall  next  examine 
the  poffible  folutions  of  difficulties  which  He, 
and  the  Author  of  the  Letter  addreffed  to 
me,  have  brought.  I  did  not  pretend,  I  am 
fure  I  did  not  propofe  to  myfelf  to  produce 
more  than  probability  for  what  I  maintain’d ; 
nor  is  this  kind  of  writing  capable  of  more. 
Probability  is  enough  to  determine  affent; 
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and  probable  conjecture  is  all  that  can  on 
either  fide  be  produced. 

And  fir  ft,,  It  was  obferved  that  Africanus 
does  not  produce  Phlegori s  words  ;  nor  does 
he  fay  in  what  year  Phlegon  s  Eclipfe  hap¬ 
pen’d.  I  urged  therefore  the  Authority  of 
Africanus  thus.  If  Africanus  cited  Phlegon  s 
Eclipfe  as  happening  at  the  time  of  the 
Pa  ill  on  ;  and  he  fixed  the  time  of  the  Paf- 
lion  to  the  15th  of  Piberiusy  then  he  rnuft 
fix  Phlegons  Eclipfe  to  the  15th  of  Tiberius. 
I  refer  to  my  Diftertation ,  p.  17,  r8.  De¬ 
fence)  p  20,  21,  38—40. 

To  this  Mr.  Ch.  replies*  and  fo  does  the  Aa 
of  the  Letter  to  me*  that  c<  we  realonably 
<c  fuppofe  that  Africanus  might  apply  Phle - 
€C  gon  in  this  manner  by  miftake  for  want  of 
cc  comparing  critically  the  Olympiads  with 
the  years  of  7  ’iberinsP 
But  this  is  not  the  full  of  my  argument: 
For  I  not  only  ihewed  that  Africanus  was  in 
that  Sentiment  ;  but  that  in  general  all  the 
Old  Chriftians,  or  very  near  all,  were  agreed 
in  the  fame  year.  If  they  all  miftook  the 
year,  as  I  think  they  did ;  yet  fince  they  ap¬ 
ply  Phlegon  to'  that  year,  they  mull  either 
ftrangeiy  mifapply  Phlegon ,  or  read  him  as 
I  think  he  ought  to  be  read.  Were  Afri¬ 
canus  alone  in  this  error,  it  might  be  impu¬ 
ted  to  inadvertency  in  him  :  but  Origen  was 
in  it  too  5  and  fo  was  fieriullian  and  others  : 

and 


(  3 1  ) 

and  therefore  tis  not  conceivable  how  they 
all  fhould  appeal  to  an  Eel i pie  in  that,  or  the 
following  year,  and  yet  all  read  Phlegon  s  own 
words  as  Eufebius  afterwards  publifhed 
them. 

But  favs  Mr.  Ch .  <c  If  vou  will  corredt 

j  j 

cc  the  Text  of  Writers  by  a  Reader's  applica- 
<c  tion  of  it— then  every  blunder  of  a  Reader, 
<c  whatever  be  the  caufe  of  it,  whether  inad- 
cc  vertency,  forgetfulnefs,  or  mifapprehenfion, 
“  will  furnifh  out  a  new  text/'  p.  27.  True: 
But  how  came  all  before  Eufebius  to  miftake 
in  the  very  fame  manner  ?  What  one,  or  two 
do,  may  be  aferibed  to  inadvertency,  forget- 
fulnefs,  or  any  other  caufe  ;  but  this  feems  to 
be  univerfal  ,  for  above  two  hundred  years 
together  ;  and  all  the  men  of  literature  a- 
greed  in  it.  I  am  ready  enough  to  make 
great  allowances  for  inadvertency,  forgetful- 
nefs,  and  mifapprehenfion,  being  confcious 
to  myfelf  how  much  I  am  fubjedt  to  fuch  in¬ 
firmities;  and  I  find  that  other  people  are 
not  exempt  from  fuch  failings.  Mr.  Chap - 
man  himfelf  has  given  us  too  plain  an  in¬ 
fiance,  p.  30,  why  we  fhould  not  corredt  a 
Text  of  a  Writer  by  a  Reader’s  inadvertency. 
He  tells  us,  that  t£  Scaliger  quotes  the 
<c  words  of  a  Scholiaft  on  Pindar  to  fhew 
cc  that  the  cuflom  of  running  at  the  Olym- 
4C  pick  games  with  a  chariot  drawn  by 
cc  mules  was  left  oft  about  Qlym>  79.  where- 
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“  as  the  Schoiiaft:  fays,  exprefsly  in  words 
*£  at  lengtb3  that  it  was  left  off  about  OL  89. 
*£  Fie  re  is  now  a  difference  of  juft  Ten 
££  Years  between  Scaliger  and  his  Author 
“  the  Schoiiaft.  Muft  we  change  the  common 
€£  reading  of  the  Schoiiaft,  80  into  70,  to 
compliment  Scaliger  Ty  No  furely  ;  nor  to 
compliment  Mr.  Chapman  neither.  What  r 
<£  juft  Ten  years”  from  Olympiad  79,  to 
Olympiad  89  ?  Do  Ten  Olympiads  make  up 
t£  juft  Ten  years  ?”  I  do  but  juft  mention 
this,  as  too  plain  an  inftance  that  the  text  of 
Writers  is  not  to  be  corre&ed  by  the  inac¬ 
curacy  of  a  Reader's  citation;  and  to  join  in 
fhewing  how  ££  wretched,  and  lamentable 
££  the  fate  of  antient  Greek  and  Latin  Books 
£C  muft  be,”  if  their  true  reading  depended 
upon  the  mere  authority  of  fuch  as  inadvert¬ 
ently  have  cited  them. 

Mr.  Ch.  propofes,  and  I  am  very  well  con¬ 
tented  to  try,  £t  my  way  of  reafoning”  in  any 
other  inftance;  or,  £C  on  any  other  books,  and  fee 
cc  how  it  will  hold  in  them:”  and  if  it  appears 
££  to  be  weak  and  extravagant,”  as  Mr. Ch.  fays, 
I  will  as  readily  give  it  up,  as  I  would  any 
other  man's  reafoning  that  is  fo.  To  fliew 
the  (£  weaknefs  and  extravagancy  of  Dr.  Sykes  s 
“  way,”  thefe  inftances  are  pot.  p.  27.  ££  Jo- 
u  fephus ,  fays  Rufebins  in  his  Chronic  on ,  re¬ 
s'  lates  that  about  the  time  of  Chrift’s  Paf- 
£C  lion,  the  Je<wifh  Priefts  upon  the  day  of 

Pentecofi 
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c 

c  Pentecofl  heard  voices  crying  out  from 
£C  the  innermoft  part  of  the  Temple,  Let  us 
depart  hence.  Therefore  to  argue  in 
u  Dr.  Sykes's  way,  all  the  prefent  Editions 
cc  of  Jofephus  are  very  faulty,  and  ought  to 
£C  be  corrected,  for  they  place  this  ftory  in 
ec  the  laft  deftrudlion  of  Jerufalem ,  thirty 
years  at  leaf!:  after  the  paftion.”  ibid. 
If  Mr.  Ch,  will  take  my  way  of  reasoning 
from  my  felf ,  and  not  invent  for  me  what 
I  difclaim  ;  He  fhould  put  the  cafe  fo,  as  that 
the  cafe  of  Jofephus  may  be  parallel  to  that 
of  Phlegon:  e.  g «  Imagine  this  paffage  of 
Jofephus  to  have  been  a  Angle  fentcnce  of 
Him  that  had  efcaped  the  wreck  of  time  ; 
and  imagine  fome  fulpicious  circumftances, 
fuch  as  different  quotations ,  and  different 
years  affigned  by  feveral  Quoters  ,  which 
fhould  make  a  man  fufpeCt  that  the  ftory 
did  not  happen  in  the  year  which  Eufcbius 
cites  it  under  ;  imagine  further,  that  you 
had  good  reafon  to  charge  Eufebius  with  put¬ 
ting  together  things  that  would  ferve  his  pur- 
pofejtho’  they  happen’d  at  feveral  years  diftance* 
into  the  fame  year  \  and  that  upon  thefe  circum¬ 
ftances  put  together  one  fhould  conjecture  , 
(notwithftanding  Eufebius  and  his  Tranfcri- 
bers  agreed  together,)  that  this  happen’d  at 
lead  thirty  years  later  than  they  had  put  it. 
This  would  be  the  Truth.  And  notwith¬ 
ftanding  fome  general  Apology  might  be 

E  *  '  d  relied 
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drefled  up,  and  excufes  for  miftak.es,  inadver¬ 
tency,  forcedulnefs,  mifappn  hen  (Ion,  might 
be  made,  yet  they  would  not  be  fuffieient  to 
juftify  Ei>  febius  in  this  falfe  piece  of  hiftory. 

Again ;  He  fays,  “  Many  ancient  writers 
C£  fix  the  paffion  of  Chrift  upon  Scripture  an- 
cc  thority  in  the  15th  of  Tiberius.  Therefore 
C£  they  could  not  have  read  in  St.  "John  fuch 
€C  a  number  of  pa  fib  vers,  as  we  do  at  pre- 
cc  fent.”  ibid.  But  this  again  is  not  the  cafe : 
you  are  to  fuppofe  St.  Johns  Cofpel  loft  j  and 
that  there  are  different  citations  of  the  fame 
place  3  and  from  the  circum  fiances  which 
may  lead  you  to  imagine  that  there  were 
feveral  pa flo vers,  thence  you  are  to  conjec¬ 
ture  at  the  truth.  There  may  be  inaccura¬ 
cies  in  any  man ,  and  the  carefulleft  are 
guilty  of  over  fights :  but  true  judgment  con- 
fifts  in  finding  out  when  to  impute  a  thing 
to  carelefsnefs,  and  when  to  another  caufe. 
Africanus  it  feems  was  mijlaken  in  citing 
Phlegon  in  the  manner  he  did,  and  in  apply¬ 
ing  him  to  the  year  in  which  he  fuppofed 
that  Chrift  died  :  This  is  gratis  faid  ;  it  depends 
upon  a  confequence  drawn  from  the  evidence 
of  EuJ'ebius ,  and  fuch  as  have  tranfcribed  him. 
But  the  exadtnefs  of  his  Quotation  has  not  yet 
teen  proved,  nor  do  I  think  it  can  be  proved. 

But  2dly  its  urged,  That  Africanus  might 
not  be  guilty  of  any  negligence:  he  might 
difee rn  well  enough  cs  the  difagreernent  in 
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time  between  Pblegon  s  Eclipfe  and  the 
darknefs  at  the  Paffion,  but  might  attri- 
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bote  it  to  fome  miftake  in  Pblegon 
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To  (hew  that  this  is  C£  not  improbable/' 
he  produces  a  parallel  inftance  from  the  Author 
of  the  Mi f cell  a  Hijioria ,  who  “  places  the 
Paffion  in  the  17th  year  of  Tiberius ,  and 
yet  he  applies  Pblegon  $  Eclipfe  of  01.  202. 
4.  and  thofe  of  other  Greek  writers,  to  the 
“  darknefs  of  the  Paffion,  declaring  moreover 
<c  that  he  makes  this  application  of  them,  not- 
*c  withftanding  they  relate  fuch  events  as  hap¬ 
pening  in  the  1 9th  year  ot  Tiberius.  §uan- 
quam  nonodecimo  anno  Tiber  it  tree  fad  a  re - 
ferunturP  p.  32.  This  at  beft  is  palliating 
the  faults  of  Africanus  by  the  abfurdities  of  a- 
nother  writer ;  and  it  is  producing  an  mflance  in 
point,  that  when  men  have  an  hypothecs  to 
ferve  they  can  confound  every  thing  to  ferve  it. 

But  does  Africanus  hint  at  an  y  fuch  miftake 
in  Pblegon  ?  Is  there  any  ground  to  fufpedl  fuch 
a  conduct  in  him  in  this  point  ?  Not  a  word  : 
his  a  mere  groundlefs  fuppofition  ;  fofible  in¬ 
deed,  but  unlefs  fome  probable  reafons  for  it 
were  fuggefted,  it  can  influence  no  one's  a  (Tent. 
Africanus  has  fixed  the  Paffion  to  the  15th, 
[or  1 6th]  of  Tiberius ,  and  has  applied  the  E- 
clipfe  of  Pblegon  to  the  time  of  the  Paffion. 
From  hence  I  infer;  that  Tis  probable  that  he 

E  2  read 
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read  in  Pblegon ,  fuch  a  year  of  fuch  an  Ohm 
piad  as  correfponded  to  the  15th  [or  i6tk 
of  Tiberius.  Whether  this  direcfl  argument, 
or  Mr.  Cb.’s  groundlefs  conjectures  ought  to 
weigh  moft,  muft  be  left  to  the  Reader, 

3.  A  third  attempt  is  to  fhew  that  C£  the 
i(  difference  betwixt  Africanus  and  Pblegon 
with  refpedt  to  the  Olympiads  is  not  fo 
great  as  Dr.  Sykes  would  perfuade  us” 
Now  it  is  not  denied,  that  in  the  paffage  I  pro¬ 
duced,  fierom  affures  us  that  he  gives  us  the 
very  words'1  of  Africanus ;  and  fays  that  the  k 
15th  of  Tiberius  and  the  paffion  of  Chrift  co¬ 
incided.  Now  this  was  Olympiad  202.  1.  or 
A .  P.  I.  4743.  But  fo  it  is,  Eufebius  and 
Syncellus  produce  a  different  reading  of  this 
paffage,  in  which  the  ftxteentb  of  Tiberius,  and 
the  fecond  year  of  the  20 2d  Olymp.  and  the 
paffion  coincide.  Nov/  admitting  all  this ; 
it  follows  only  that  upon  this  fcheme  Phle - 
gon  s  Eclipfe  was  in  the  fecond  year  of  the 
202d  Olymp.  and  not  in  the  fir  ft  nor  fourth  j 
and  confequently  that  the  A  is  to  be  changed 
into  a,  B,  not  into  an  A.  Still  Pblegon  s  E- 
clipfe  will  have  nothing  to  do  with  the 
darknefs  at  the  paffion,  it  happening  upon 

1  Africanus  lisec  locutus  ad  verbum  eft.  Hieron.  in  Dan . 
c.  ix. 

Hsec  Africanus  iifdem  verbis  quibus  expreffimus  locutus 
ell.  ibid. 

k  Ad  Annum  decimum  quintum  quando  paflus  eft  Ckriftus^ 
Africanus  apud  Hieronymum.  ibid. 

this 
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this  fcheme  two  years  too  foon.  And  ad¬ 
mitting  that  this  reading  of  Phlegon  is  right, 
I  (hall  fhew  you  by  and  by,  that  it  may 
mean  the  fame  Eclipfe  that  I  think  it  did* 
viz.  Nov.  24.  A.  D.  29,  it  being  in  one 
way  of  computing  the  Oiympiadic  year  the 
Jirji ,  in  another  way  the  fecond  year  of  the 
fame  Olympiad. 

Some  perhaps  may  readily  admit  what 
Mr.  Ch.  has  ingenioully  offered  to  folve  the 
infertion  of  thofe  words,  h  'tcclvgz Ajjva,  and, 
/xe^pl*  w<Ltw>  into  Afric anus' s  Copy,  viz. 
That  the  infertion  of  thofe  words  was  only 
with  defign  to  (hew  how  he  interpreted  and 
underflood  Phlegon  s  words.  This  makes  an 
handfome  apology  for  inferring  the  words; 
and  it  appears  to  be  fcholarlike  ;  and  much 
more  ingenious  than  to  fly  to  interpolations, 
where  there  is  no  evidence,  or  fign  of  inter¬ 
polation,  nor  any  authority  written  or  print-: 
ed  to  juflify  fuch  a  fuggeftion.  But  yet  I 
have  this  to  fay  againft  it.  — —  That  thofe 
men  whom  Origen  ftiles  the,  fapientes  hujus 
mundi ,  underflood,  very  probably,  this  paflfage 
of  Africanus ,  not  as  Mr.  Ch.  has  accounted 
for  it :  Nor  did  Origen  in  anfwer  to  them  at¬ 
tempt  to  fay  that  this  was  nothing  but  Afri¬ 
canus  s  interpretation  of  Phlegon ;  nor  did 
Origen  in  that  place  underhand  Phlegon  in 
this  manner,  or  pretend  to  account  for  Phlegon  s 
expreffions  in  this  manner,  notwithflanding 

his 
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his  friend  and  intimate  acquaintance  Afiri - 
earns  had  done  this  before  him.  How  much 
foever  therefore  this  folution  may  be  admitted 
as  ingenious,  yet  I  do  not  conceive  it  to  be 
true.  .  \  . 

From  Africanus  we  are  next  to  pais  to 
Qfigen*  whom  Mr.  Ch .  undertakes  to  prove 
“  an  harmlefs  adverfary  in  the  prefent  dif- 
<c  pute,”  p.  42,  But  before  I  come  to  the 
defence  of  what  I  have  faid  about  Origen ,  1 
muft  take  notice  of  an  unfair  in, finu  at  ion , 
made  by  the  Author  of  the  Letter  addrefied  to 
me,  and  which  lies  in  thefe  words.  <£  The 
tc  np£t  time,”  fays  he,  Cc  that  you  have.lei- 
<c  fure  to  look  into  the  difiertations  of  Ruf* 
^  firms  and  Huetius ,  you  will  .find  that  the 
“  Arians&nA  other  Hereticks,  in  order  to  pro- 
“  pagate  and  fupport  their  errors  by  .the 
<c  authority  of  fo  great  a  name  ”  ( as  Ori¬ 
gen. s  )  “  were  the  authors  of  moft,  tf  not  a!Iy 
“  thefe  interpolations  and  corruptions  5  and 
£C  that  they  took  the  fame  liberty  with  Orir 
<£  gen,  that  they  did  with  feveral  other  of 
cc  the  primitive  Fathers,  and  even  with  the 
cc  infpired  writers  themfelves. ”  1 

With  what  view  this  matter  is  recommen¬ 
ded  to  me  I  know  nor.  However,  I  appre« 
hend  it  to  be  of  very  little  moment  to  the 
point  in  hand,  what  either  the  Arians ,  or 

1  Letter,  p.  28. 

:  their 
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their  adverfaries  did  to  Origen,  unlefs  it  can 
be  fhewn  that  they  corrupted  the  paffage  in 
Origen  upon  which  I  have  laid  fome  ftrefs. 
That  they  ever  attempted  wilfully  and  de- 
fignedly  to  corrupt,  or  to  interpolate  “  the 
“  infpired  writers  themfelves,”  is  more  than 
can  be  proved:  at  leaft,  I  do  not  recolltft 
what  will  juftify  fuch  a  charge.  As  to  Ori¬ 
gen  himfelf,  Dr.  Mills  acknowledges,  that 
“  Ruffinus  added  to  and  left  out  of  him  juft  as 
he  thought  jit ;  andobfervesthathe  confe/Jes  that 
he  did  fo.  Ruffinus  was  never  charged  with 
Ariamfm  .  and  fuie  I  am,  that  as  he  charged 
on  heretic ks  what  he  did  himfelf,  fo  what&he 
charged  on  Hereticks  was  entirely  ground lefs, 
if  Jerom  s  authority  (and  jerom  was  never 
reputed  an  Jlrian )  be  of  any  weight,  Jerom 
more  than  once,  accufes  *  Ruffinus  of  «  pre~ 
“  tending  that  Hereticks  added  the  things 
“  which  he  took  the  liberty  to  retrench;” 
he  fays,  “  that  Origen  himfelf  wrote  thofe 


m  Ruffinus  uitro  fatetur, 
graffatum  fuiffie,  addidiffie 
Proleg.  67,2. 


fe  in  Origenianis  fumma  licentia 
et  reiecuiffie  pro  lib-itu.  Mill. 


Si  propter  fimpljees  noxia  qiiTque  dctruncas ,  et  ea  quse  ab 
beretias  Mmftmulas.  Hieron.  Apol.  con.  Ruffin  p  66 
Jbpiit  qua:  erant,  dicens  ab  beretias  depravata ;  et  addidit 
5Ui8,  n??  Kerens  ab  eodem  in  locis  aliis  difputata  » 

quoa  mu  ipla  loca  monlbaverit,  unde  tranHuliffe  fe  elicit  Dro. 
bare  non  potent,  ibid.  r 

ctgain,  Novit  confcientia  tua  qua:  addideris,  quae  fubflraxeris 
gute  m  utramque  partem,  at  tibi  vifrnn  eft,  immutaris,  'ibid' 
P-  72- 


“  things 
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C€  things  which  Rujjinus  faid  were  corrupted 
by  Hereticks  and  he  appeals  to  his 
*€  confcience  whether  he  had  not  added ,  left 
^  out ,  changed ,  many  paffages,  juft  as  he 

C£  thought  proper:*  I  am  not  a  ftranger  to 
what  is  ufually  produced  from  Ruffinusy  and 
from  Origen  himfelf  complaining  how  his 
books  had  been  ufed:  but  it  would  be  too 
great  a  digreffion  to  enter  into  that  affair. 
The  Arlans  cannot  be  proved  to  have  <c  cor- 
€C  rupted,  or  interpolated Origen^  fo  much 
as  the  Orthodox  owned  themfelves  to  have  cor¬ 
rupted  him  :  but  whether  they  have  or  have 
not,  unlefs  it  can  be  proved  that  either  they, 
or  their  adverfaries,  corrupted  this  particular 
35th  Treatife  upon  Matthew ,  and  in  the 
paffages  too  which  relate  to  Phlegon ,  it  is  to 
no  purpofe  ( unlefs  it  be  to  raife  an  odium  ) 
to  talk  of  their  corrupting  authors. 

But  to  return  from  this  digreffion  to  the 
confideration  of  Origen .  I  ffiall  be  content 
to  leave  to  the  reader's  judgment  what  I  have 
faid  in  my  Differtation,  and  in  the  Defence 
of  it,  about  this  Tradt  of  Origen:  and  here 
(hall  confider  what  Mr.  Chapman  has  offered 
that  is  new.  And 

1  ft.  He  cenfures  me  for  “  putting  the  an- 
u  fwer  of  Origen  into  the  mouth  of  the 
Heathens/5  p.  44.  Now  fuppofing  that  I 
did  miftake  in  this  manner,  it  makes  not  the 
leaft  alteration  as  to  the  point  in  hand.  But 

then. 
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^len,  2dly,  I  deny  that  I  am  guilty  of  fuch 
a  miftake.  The  whole  paffage  of  Or  i gen  is 
thus :  0  [ c<  But  from  the  fixth  hour ,  there  was 
<£  darknefs  over  all  the  earth  unto  the  ninth 
“  hour.]  On  occafion  of  this  Text  fome 
€£  objeft  again  ft  the  truth  of  the  Gofpel, 
cc  faying,  how  can  that  be  true  which  is  laid 
cc  exprefsly ,  There  was  darknefs  over  the 
££  whole  earth  from  the  fixth  hour  unto  the 
cc  ninth  ?  which  fadl  no  hiftory  relates.  And 
cc  they  fay,  as  it  is  in  an  ordinary  Eclipfe, 
u  fo  was  it  then  in  that  Eclipfe  of  the  Sun. 
S£  Now  there  never  was  an  Eclipfe  of  the 
€C  Sun  but  at  its  proper  time:  But  an  Eclipfe 
cc  which  is  wont  to  be  according  to  the  common 
u  courfe  of  times  never  happens,  unlefs  in  the 


9  A  Sextd  autem  hard  tenebrre  faEiee  funt  fuper  unmerfam  ter¬ 
rain  ufque  ad  bar  am  nonamf\  Ad  hunc  textum  quidarn  calum- 
niantur  evangelicam  veritatem,  dicentes,  quomodo  fecund  urn 
textum  poteft  effe  verum  quod  dicitur,  quia  faElte  funt  tenebne 
fuper  omnem  t  err  am ,  a  fexta  bora  ufque  ad  nonam  :  quod  fadtum 
nulla  refert  hiftorla.  Et  dicunt,  quia  ficut  fieri  folet  in  folis  de- 
fectione,  fic  fadla  eft  tunc  defeftio  foils.  Defeftio  AUTE  M 
folis  a  feculo  femper  fait  in  fuo  tempore  fada :  fed .  defetftio  folis 
qua:  fecundum  confuetudinem  temporum  ita  currentium  fieri  fo¬ 
let,  non  in  alio  tempore  fit  nifi  in  conventu  folis  et  lunse,  quan- 
do  luna  fubtus  currens  folis  impedit  radios  occurrentes  ei,  et  occur- 
fu  fuo  lumen  ejus  obtuadit.  In  tempore  A  U  T  E  M  quo  palliis 
eft  Chriftus,  manifeftum  eft  quoniam  conventus  non  erat  luns 
ad  folemj  quoniam  tempus  erat  pafchale,  quod  confuetudinis  eft 
agere  quando  luna  folis  plenitudinem  habet,  et  in  tota  eft  nofte. 
Quomodo  ergo  poterat  fieri  defedlio  fobs  cum  luna  effet  plena 
et  plenitudinem  folis  haberet.  Quia  Autem  credentium  volen- 
tes  defenfionem  aliquam  intoducere  C  O  N  T  R  A  K  JE  C  &c. 
Oxigen,  in  Matt.  Traft.  35. 

V 


f  conjunction 
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u-  conjunction  of  the  Sun  and  Moon,  when 

the  Moon  running  under  intercepts  the 
c-  raies  which  fall  upon  her,  and  by  her 
££  interpofition  obftrudts  its  light.  But  in 
“  that  time  in  which  Chrift  fuffered  it  is 
fC  plain  there  was  no  conjunction  of  the  Sun 
fe£  and  Moon,  becaufe  it  was  the  time  of  the 
££  Paftfover,  which  according  to  cuftorn  is  at 
<s  the  full  Moon :  Plow  then  could  there  be 
<£  an  Eclipfe  of  the  Sun  when  the  Moon  was 
££  full  ?  Now  becaufe  fome  of  the  faithful, 
t£  diftrefted  by  tbefe  reafonings ,  were  willing 
t£  to  make  fome  apology  Against  These 

££  Things,  they  have  faid  - - -&c.  The 

“  enemies  of  the  Gofpel  found  their  ob- 
£t  jedtions  upon  thefe  things:  p  that  no 
C£  hiftory  relates  this  Fact/5  and  that  * 
whereas  it  was  commonly  imputed  f!  |o 
and  called  an  Eclipfe  by  Chriftians ,  there 
could  not  be  any  Eclipfe  at  that  time. 
The  Chriftians  replied  to  this  ,  that 
££  this  Eclipfe  of  the  Sun  was  like  the  o- 
€£  ther  prodigies,  ?iew,  and  contrary  to  the 
££  courje  of  things To  this  the  Children  of 

9  Quod  F  A  C  T  U  M  nulla  refert  Hiftoria.  ibid. 

‘i  Cum  Csetera  prodigia  quae  tunc  fada  iunt  non  fccundum 

Confuetudinem  fad  a,  fed  nova  et  admiranda - manifefium  eft 

quoniam  et  ilia  deled io  folia  confequenter,  fecundum  caetera 
prodigia  nova  contra  confuetudinem  fada  eft. 


this 

r 
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this  world  reply r,  <c  fuppole  this  Eclipfe  of 
cc  the  Sun  to  have  been  an  extraordinary  one, 
cc  fo  that  there  was  darknefs  over  all  the  Earth 
cc  to  the  ninth  hour,  how  comes  it  to  pafs  that 
“  no  Grecian ,  no  one  of  any  other  Country 
<c  fhould  mention  fo  extraordinary  a  fad:  at 
tc  that  time  ?  efpecially  fuch  as  have  wrote 
£C  Chronicles ,  and  have  taken  notice  whenever 
“  any  extraordinary  fad  has  happened/' 
This  I  take  to  be  the  reafoning,  as  drawn  up 
by  Origen  ;  and  the  connedive  particles 
plainly  enough  [hew  it.  The  reader  has  the 
whole  before  him,  and  to  him  I  leave  it.  I 
proceed  to 

The  fecond  ob]edion,  That  I  have  <c  noc 
u  dated  diftindiy  what  it  was  that  no  hiftory 
<£  ever  mentions/'  Mr.  Chapman  then  tells 
us,  £C  The  filence  of  the  Hiidorians  which 
<c  they  [the  Infidels]  mean,  and  upon  which 
sc  they  ground  their  objedion,  is  a  filence 
<c  as  to  the  particular  circaim fiances  of  the 
“  darknefs,  the  extraordinary  nature  of  it„ 

“  the  place ,  the  week,  the  day  upon  which 
“  it  happened  :  finding  that  thefe  particulars 
were  not  minutely  ipecified  by  any  Ilea- 

r  Pone  quia  extra  confnemdinem  facia  eft  ilia  defedlio  foils ■ — > 
it  a  ut  tenebra  fuper  omnem  terrain  itfque  ad  Lor  am  nonamy  quo- 
modo  hoc  FACTUM  tam  mirabile  nemo  GRAECO* 
RUM,  nemo  Barbaromm  factum  conicripfit  intempore  illo? 
maxime  qui  Chronica  confcripferunt,  et  notaverunt  iicubi  tale 
aliquid  novum  factum  eft  aliquando,  fed  foli  hoc  fcripferunt 
veftri  au&ores. 

v 

Fa  “  than, 
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then  Hiftorians,  they  boldly  denied  that 
fuch  Hiftorians  confirmed  any  facts  of  the 
Gofpel.  Thus  they  here  evaded  the  tefli- 

mony  of  Phlegon - by  faying,  that 

Phlegon  did  indeed  fpeak  of  a  darknefs  in 
the  Reign  of  Tiberius,  but  that  he  made 

O  5 

no  particular  mention  of  the  precife  time , 
when  it  happened,  whether  it  was  at  full 


<c  moon  or  not/’  pe  46. 

On  the  contrary,  I  fay  that  the  objection  is 
not  taken  from  the  circumftance  of  the  <c  pre- 
cc  cife  time but  it  is  from  the  univerfal  filence 
about  the  whole  faSl.  The  objection  is,  u  if  the 
<£  darknefs  was  over  the  whole  earth  for  three 
C£  hours,  whence  is  it  nohifiory  mentions  The 
cc  F  a  c  t  f.  The  Chrifiians  anfwered  — — 
cc  As  the  reft  of  the  prodigies  were  new  ~ 
c<  fo  likewife  the  Eclipfe  of  the  Sun  was  newy 
tc  and  contrary  to  the  ufual  courfe  of  things.5" 

The  infidels  again  reply",  4€  If  this  Eclipfe 
fe'e  were  fo,  —  fo  that  darknefs  was  over  all 
C£  the  world  till  the  ninth  hour,  how  comes 
C£  it  to  pafs  that  no  Grecian  ever  mentions 


1  Quod  fa&um  nulla  refert  Pliftoria.  ibid. 

*  Cum  conftet  cetera  prodigia - -  fuilTe — ■ — nova  et  admi- 

ran  da - manifeftpm  eft  quoniam  et  ilia  defebtio  fobs  conie- 

quenter,  fecundum  cetera  prodigia  nova,  contra  confuetudinem 
fabta  eft.  ibid. 

u  Pone  quia  extra  confuetudinem  fabta  eft  ilia  defebtio  fobs, 
( the  Eclipfe  it  fell,  not  the  time  Of  it )  ita  ut  tenebrac  fierent  fu- 
per  omnem  terram  ufoue  ad  horam  nonam ,  quomodo  hoc  fabtum 
tam  mirabile  nemo  Graecorum,  nemo  Barbarorum  confcripftt  in 
tempore  iilo. 


a 
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c  this  Fact  wich  was  jo  ‘wonderful  Ef~ 
pecially  fuch  as  have  written  Chronicles , 
Cc  and  have  taken  notice  whenever  any  new 
tc  thing  happened/1  They  were  not  igno¬ 
rant  that  Phlegon  was  a  Greeks  and  that  he 
wrote  Chronicles  too  ;  and  that  he  wrote  a 
book  concerning  wonderful  Stories  of  all  forts 
that  he  could  pick  up :  and  what  is  left  to 
us  fhews  how  ready  he  was  to  relate  any  ex¬ 
traordinary  Tales.  They  therefore  mention 
Phlegon  in  particular,  and  fay,  x  cc  how  comes 
it,  that  he  mentions  an  Eclipfe  in  Tiberius^ 
<c  reign ,  yet  he  never  fignifies  an  Eclipfe  at 
the  full  moon.  Not  a  word  is  faid  about 
£€  the  circumfiances  of  the  Eclipfe ,  the  week, 
€C  the  month ,  the  day ,  the  year ,  but  it  is  the 
cc  Fadlum,  the  thing  it  felf: "  And  therefore 
when  Origen  attempts  to  give  an  anfwer  to 
the  objection,  and  Phlegon  is  mentioned  to 
him,  he  does  not  do  it  by  diftinguifhing  be¬ 
tween  the  Eclipfe ,  and  the  time  of  the  E~ 
clipfe;  nor  does  he  fay  that  Phlegon  mentions 
the  Eclipfe  it  felf,  though  not  that  it  hap¬ 
pened  at  the  Full  moon  ;  but  he  affigns  fuch  a 
reafon  as  was  fufficient  to  account  for  no 
Greek's,  nor  any  other  writer’s  taking  notice 
of  the  Fact. 

x  Phlegon  quidem  in  Chronicis  fuis  fcripfit  in  principatu  Ti- 
berii  Casfaris  fattum,  fed  non  fignificavit  in  luna  plena  hoc  fac¬ 
tum.  ibid. 

Tis 
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*Tis  plain  that  Mr.  Chapman  ftates  the  objec*3 
tion,  and  interprets  the  words  of  the  Infidels? 
factum  confcripfit  in  tempore  illoy  as  if  they 
meant,  “  How  is  it  that  no  Greeks ,  no  one 
ec  of  any  other  nation  took  any  notice  of 
this  extraordinary  darknefs  as  happening  at 
cc  the  dayy  or  houry  which  the  Gofpel  men- 
4<  cions”  Whereas  this  is  not  the  objedtion  : 
it  is  the  Faffium  it  felf ;  the  whole  that  hap¬ 
pened  ;  the  darknefs  it  felf ;  the  Eclipfe  it 
felf :  if  there  were  one  all  over  the  earth , 
how  comes  it  that  no  one,  either  Greek ,  or 
not  Greek ,  mentions  fuch  an  Eclipfe  at  the 
full  moon  ? 

Origen  plainly  underftood  the  objedtion 
thus  from  his  anfwer?.  <c  I  conceive,  fays 

>•  *  a*’ 

6t  he,  that  as  the  other  wonders  which  were 
€C  done  at  Chrift’s  paffion,  were  only  done  at 
Jerufaleniy  fo  the  darknefs  was  only  upon 
£C  all  the  land  of  fudcea  unto  the  ninth 
hour”  *Tis  the  4£  darknefs  ”  it  felf,  not 
the  u  precife  time  ”  of  it,  that  he  is  fpeak- 

y  Afbitror  ego  went  csetera  figna  fafla  font  in  paffione  ejuss 
in  Hierufalem  tantummodo  fadta  font,  fic  et  tenebrae  tantummo- 
clo  fuper  omiiem  terrain  Judteam  font  faftas  ufque  ad  horarn  no 

nam, - Nec  alia  terra  tremuit  tunc  nifi  terra  Hierufalem. 

■Quod  fi  fafium  flmTet,fme  dubio  inyeniretur  in  hiftoriis  aliquibus  co¬ 
rn  ffi  qui  in.  Chronicis  feripferunt  nova  aliqua  fabia.  Sicut  ergo  quod 
dicitur  Terra  con  tremuit,  refertur  ad  terram  Hierufalem,  aut  ft 
latius  voluerk  quis  extendere,  ad  terram  judaeam,  fic  et  tenebras 
fadfoe  font  ab  hora  fexta  ufque  ad  nonam  fuper  omnem  terram, 
intellige  quod  foper  omnem  terram  Judaeam  font  fa&je,  aut  cer¬ 
ts  foper  Hierufalem  tantiim.  ibid, 
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♦ 

lflg  about.  As  the  Earthquake  was  not  gene¬ 
ral,  “  for  had  it  been  fo,  to  be  fure  it  would 
“  have  been  mentioned  in  fome  of  thofe 
“  hiftories,  wherein  thofe  who  write  Chroni- 
“  cles  write  whatever  is  new,”  fo  likewife 

would  it  be  in  refpedt  of  this  darknefs. - 

“  As  therefore  when  it  is  faid,  the  Earth 
“  quaked,  it  is  to  be  underftood  of  an  Earth- 
“  quake  at  Jerufalem ,  or  at  fur  theft  in  Ju- 
“  data,  fo  likewife  when  it  is  faid  there  was 
darknefs  over  all  the  earth  [or  land]  from 

“  the  fixth  hour  to  the  ninth - underftand 

it,  cvet  all  the  land  of  Judcea,  or  only 
yej  ufalem.  The  objection  is  —  whence 
is  it  that  no  Gr a ci an ,  nor  any  one  elie,  ever 
mentions  Jo  remarkable  a  J 'a cl 2 ,  Gmgen  s 
anfwer  is,  That  it  was  confin’d  like  a  the 
Earthquake  and  the  other  Faffs,  to  Judcea. 
This  is  a  good  reafon  why  no  Greek  could 
mention  it;  and  why  Phlegon  in  particular 
did  not  mean  it,  when  he  mentioned  the  E- 
clipfe  in  Tiberius  Cafar’s  reign,  and  the 
Earthquake  in  Bithynia,  For  as  the  Earth¬ 
quake  was  peculiar  to  Jerufalem,  or  Judcea 
what  relation  can  an  Earthquake  in  Bithmia 
feven  hundred  miles  off,  have  to  it?  'Had 
Origen  conceived  that  Phlegon  $  Eclipfc  and 
Earthquake  was  the  fame  with  that  at  the 

2  Hoc  fa&um  tam  mirabile. 

2  Nec  alia  terra  tremuit  t*nc  nifi  tern  Hierufalem. 
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Paffion,  he  could  not  poflibly  have  argued 
thus,  nor  could  he  have  fail’d  to  make  the 
diftinction  which  is  juft  now  invented  for 
him. 

As  to  what  is  faid  about  the  Greek  Origen , 
I  have  nothing  to  add  to  what  I  have  already 
laid  in  the  Diflfertation  and  Defence;  and  it 
mull  be  left  to  the  common  reader  whether 
I  have  either  <c  miftaken  or  mifreprefented 
“  or  trifled  with  that  evidence.”  Mr.  Ch* 
allows  that  does  fometimes  exprefs  a  la¬ 
titude,  and  therefore  cannot  deny  that  k&tx 
t  xpovov  may  iignify,  about  the  time  of  Chrift's 
death.  But  he  deflres  me  to  tell  him  what 
Prapofition  is  more  proper  to  exprefs  at  the 
time.  He  is  fo  well  verfed  in  Greek  writers, 
that  he  cannot  but  know  there  are  many 
ways  of  expreffing  that.  Suppofe  he  had  faid 
TtcLT  ccutov  t  XPOVO v>  or  ’ev  XP°yV>  or  merely 
XPq/v<?>  h  would  have  been  more  definitive  of 
the  time,  than  the  expreffion  which  Origen 
has  ufed. 

He  asks  me  next,  £C  where  is  Origen' s  pro- 
<c  feftion,  that  he  had  done  all  he  could, 
a  with  Phlegon p.  52.  And  I  in  my 
turn  ask,  where  I  faid  fo?  I  refer  Mr.  cL 
and  the  Reader  to  my  own  words  in  my 
Defence ,  p.  25.  Origen  faysb,  he  had  in 
the  former  part  of  his  book  made  the  heft 

J  Tcts  kwr^w.  Orig.  c.  Cels.  p.  .96. 
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defence  he  Could  about  the  Earthquake  and 
Eclipfe,  referring  to  the  teflimony  of  Phle~ 
gon,  who  J aid  thefe  things  happened  about  the 
time  of  Chrifs  Pafion .  Let  us  look  into  the 
place  referr’d  to,  for  what  he  fays  about 
Phlegon’ s  teflimony;  and  we  find  nothing 
there  but  a  carelefs  mention  of  what  Phle - 
gon  had  wrote,  fomewhere ;  [  I  thinks  fays  he, 
m  his  13 th  book,]  And  is  this  all  that  the 
great  Origen  could  urge  from  this  teflimony, 
had  he  been  fatisfied  that  Phlegon  s  evidence 
was  fully  to  his  purpofe  ?  Was  fuch  <c  a  re- 
“  ference  to  him  at  that  time  fufficient/' 
when  his  teflimony  might  have  been  urged, 
as  a  proof  not  only  of  the  darknefs  it  felf, 
but  of  the  preternaturalnefs  of  it,  and  of  the 
very  year  in  which  it  happened  ?  How  eafily 
would  it  have  removed  the  objections  of  the 
Heathens  at  that  time,  to  have  produced  a 
Heathen  writer  exprefsly  and  clearly  bearing 
witnefs  to  that  darknefs?  Ought  he  barely 
to  “  refer  ”  to  him,  when  his  words  were 
fo  full  and  appofite,  had  they  been  deem¬ 
ed  by  him  as  full  and  appofite  as  now  they 
are  deemed  ?  Surely  nothing  can  juflify  his 
treating  fo  good  an  evidence  fo  negligently, 
if  he  could  have  urged  it  to  fo  much  advan¬ 
tage,  as  is  pretended :  nor  is  it  tolerable  to 
urge  in  his  behalf  what  Mr.  Ch>  has  done, 

*  that  at  the  time  of  his  writing  he  had  not 
“  the  book  in  his  poffeffion3  or  it  might  be 

G  H  difplaced 
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*c  difplaced  fo  that  he  could  not  find  it.’? 
p.  53.  If  this  be  not  “  trifling,”  I  know 
not  what  is  fo. 

The  next  to  be  confidered  is  Philoponus 9 
who,  as  I  laid,  exprelsly  fixes  the  pafiage  of 
Phlegon  to  the  fecond  year  of  the  202d  O- 
lympiad .  This  to  Mr.  Ch .  is  “  the  moil: 
cc  furprizing  aflertion  in  the  whole  Differ- 
u  tation,  and  what  account  or  folution  to 
give  of  it,  he  cannot  tell.”  p.  53.  How¬ 
ever  in  the  immediate  following  words  he 
owns®,  that  “  in  the  prefent  edition  of  him, 
“  he  does  in  one  place  fix  Phlegon  $  Eclipfe  to 
<c  the  fecond  year  of  the  2oad  Olympiad .” 
p.  54.  Whence  then  fo  much  furprife  ? 
And  why  is  it  fo  difficult  to  give  a  folution 
of  what  I  faid  ?  Why,  it  feems,  “  in  the  very 
next  page  he  fixes  it  twice d  to  the  fourth 
“  year/’  Mr.  Chapman ,  without  very  great 
furprife,  accounts  for  the  author  of  the 
Mtfcella  III floria  s  placing  the  Paffion  in  the 
feventeenth  year  of  Piberius  and  quoting 
Phlegon  s  Eclipfe  of  Olyrnp .  202.  4.  decla¬ 
ring  at  the  fame  time  that  he  makes  the  ap¬ 
plication  of  them,  quanquam  nono  decimo 
anno  Tiberii  hcec  facia  refer untur ;  i.  e.  not- 

x  A cti  rCi  AEYTF/PXX  thvripus  O- 

hvfAsnotJhq  tyiviro  v.Am  See.  Philop.  1.  ii.  c.  21. 

d  TV  Jte  sxterj/w  ytyoweu  cv  reo  T£TA  PT ^  tru  <r{&  O? 

JiVJATrHX-Poq . 

'*  r  r-  /  if 

*6*3  T*  T6T/VpT& 

withfanding 
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•z mthftanding  thefe  things  are  related  as  hap¬ 
pening  in  the  igth  of  Tiberius.  Now  why 
cannot  the  fame  account  be  given  and  al¬ 
lowed  for  Philoponus ,  viz.  inadvertency  or 
thinking  Phlegon  miftaken ,  as  was  given 
when  he  was  to  folve  the  objections  againft 
Africanus?  No.  This  would  have  fpoiled 
the  obfervation  he  had  made,  that  “  all  thefe 
<c  antient  writers  concur  in  one  uniform  re- 
<c  prefentation  of  this  number  in  Phlegon ,  and 
u  in  one  reading  of  this  controverted  nume~ 
cc  ral.”  Here  therefore  the  fault  is  to  be  pla¬ 
ced  in  the  Number *,  and  that  is  to  be  chang¬ 
ed  to  folve  Philoponus  s  Inconfiftency.  ’Tis 
jiot  denied,  that  in  the  one  only  place  where 
Philoponus  cites  the  words  of  Phlegon ,  he  cit#s 
them  thus  in  the  fecund  year  cf  the 
202 d  Olympiad,  And  till  it  can  be  lhewn 
by  fome  MS.  that  here  is  a  miftake  in  this 
numeral,  I  fee  no  reafon  to  cori eCt  it  as  an 
Error. 

Becaufe  I  have  hitherto  feen  no  reafon  to 
come  into  the  emendation  which  feveral  have 
attempted  of  this  place,  Mr.  Chapman ,  in 
fome  fort  of  paflion  tells  me,  “  The  good 

Dodlor  would  facrifice  poor  Philoponiis  for 
**  a  Knave  or  a  Fool  to  gratify  his  own  hu- 
sc  mour,  and  fupport  a  darling  hypothecs/* 
p.  57.  Juft  as  if  he, thought  that  every  man 
that  miftakes  or  misapplies  another's  words,, 
or  by  any  means  reafons  inconfiftendy,  is  a 

G  2  Knave 
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Knave  or  a  Fool.  Thefe  are  hard  words  > 
which  if  they  may  be  applied  to  all  fuch  as 
argue  inconfiftently,  I  am  afraid  that  few 
writers,  perhaps  not  he  himfelf  that  ufes 
fuch  harffi  language,  would  efcape  one  or 
other  of  thofe  names.  How  much  more 
candid  and  ingenuous  is  the  Author  of  the  Let¬ 
ter  to  me,  who  faw  the  difficulty,  and  asks, 
cc  how  could  Philoponus  read  in  Phlegon  the 
fecond  year  of  the  202d  01.  and  then 
“  found  his  whole  argument  on  the  fuppo- 
<c  fition  that  it  was  the  fourth  year  and  not 
£€  the  fecond  ?  Could  he  haye  quoted  Phle - 
€e  gon s  own  words,  and  abfurdly,  in  the 
“  fame  breath,  as  it  were,  make  ufe  of  the 
“  authority  of  this  quotation  againft  it  felf, 
leaving  two  various  dates  fo  near  each 
“  other  ?”  Lett.  p.  14. 

I  anfwer,  that  I  have  a  right  to  all  that 
is  urged  againft  me  in  order  to  account  for 
AfricanuSy  call  it  inadvertency,  negligence, 
forgetfulnefs,  miftake,  or  thinking  that  o~ 
thers  have  miftaken,  or  by  what  name  foe- 
ver  you  will  Why  is  it  not  as  eafy  for  Phi ~ 
Joponus  to  read  Phlegon  s  fragment  thus, — -  in 

the  fecond  year, - and  then  apply  it  as  if 

he  had  read  it, — -  in  the  4th  year  ; — —  as  it 
was  for  the  author  of  the  Mifcella  Hi  fori  a  to 
place  the  paflion  in  the  17th  of  Liberiut% 
and  yet  apply  Phlegon  s  Eclipfe  to  it,  though 
he  fays  That  was  in  the  19th  of  Kiberius  ? 
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3Tis  juft  as  eafy  to  folre  this  in  the  ohe  as- 
in  the  other  cafe.  “  For  why  might  not 
<c  Africanus  f  fays  Mr.  Chapman  ;  Philopo- 
nus  fay  I,  “  take  the  fame  liberty  in  his  ap- 
sc  plication  of  Phlegon ,  as  this  Latin  Hifto- 
“  rian  does  ?  The  latter,  ,tis  plain,  negleded 
“  the  Chronological  characters  of  Phlegon 
“  and  the  other  Greeks  ;  and  why  is  it  im- 
u  poffible  that  Africanus (  fays  Mr.  Ch. ) 
Philoponus  (  fay  I )  “  fhould  do  fo  too  ?” 
Chapman ,  p.  32. 

The  truth  feems  to  me  to  be  this:  The 
writers  that  cite  Phlegon  conftantly  fuppofe 
that  he  intended  the  Eclipfe  at  the  paffion  ; 
and  they  apply  his  words  to  their  refpedive 
fchemes,  whether  they  place  the  Paffion  two  or 
three,  or  four  years  fooner  or  later.  Philopo¬ 
nus  fuppofed  the  Paffion  to  be  in  the  19th  of 
Tiberius  \  Eufebius  in  the  18th ;  Orojius  in 
the  17th;  Tertullian  and  LaPlantius  in  the 
15th  or  1 6th.  And  each  of  them  fpeaks 
of  the  Eclipfe  of  Phlegon ,  diredly  or  indi¬ 
rectly,  as  happening  at  the  Paffion,  without 
confidering  the  chronological  character  which 
determined  Phlegon  s  Eclipfe  to  one,  and 
only  one,  year.  Philoponus  I  think  read  in 
Phlegon ,  the  2d  year  of  the  202d  Olympiad 
But  his  hypothecs  of  the  time  of  the  Paf¬ 
fion  requiring  the  fourth  year  of  that  Olympi¬ 
ad ,  which  correfponds  to  the  19th  of  Tibe¬ 
rius^  he  neglected  the  chronological  charac¬ 
ter 
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ter  of  Pblegon :  juft  as  others  had  done  be¬ 
fore  and  fince.  And  thus  I  think  this  mat* 
ter  is  to  be  accounted  for  and  not  by  cor¬ 
recting  his  Text,  when  we  have  not  fufficient 
authority  for  fo  doing. 

The  next  thing  that  requires  a  particular 
difcuffion  is,  whether  when  exAa-x} a$  ti\ is 
or  o-eA  W  are  put  in  general,  or  abfolute,  they 
ever  fignify  any  thing  but  a  real  natural  E- 
clipfe  ?  That  Pblegon  fpoke  of  fuch  a  one  is  I 
think  very  plain,  becaufe  hefpeaks  of  it  not  as 
happening  with  a  cloudy  sky,  but  in  a  clear 
one,  when  the  Stars  could  be  feen.  But 
Mr.  Chapman  pretends  to  produce  a  paflage 
from  Arijlophanes ,  and  his  Scholiajl ,  wherein 
he  has  an  inftance  diredtly  to  his  purpofe.  His 
reafoning  is  this.  The  Scholiaft  upon  Arif- 
topbanes  tells  us,  “  that  when  Str at ocles  was 
tc  Archony  OL  88.  4.  at  the  time  that  Cleon 
<c  was  chofen  General  by  the  Athenians ,  there 
happened  an  Eclipfe  of  the  moon  in  the 
cc  month  Boedromion ,  which  anfwers  to  part 
of  our  September  and  0 Bober .  Now  i:  is 
“  certain,  as  Mr.  Dodwell  has  ftiewn  at  large, 
<c  that  the  day  upon  which  this  Eclipfe  is 
<c  faid  to  have  happened  was  the  30th  of  the 
month  Boedromion ,  called  by  the  Atheni - 
<c  am  yj4'  vea,  or  the  laft  day  of  the  old, 
<£  and  the  firft  of  the  new  Moon.  How  then 
could  there  happen  any  proper  Eclipfe 
of  the  Moon  r—  And  yet  he  calls  this 

*_c  defcBh 
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u  defeBio  of  the  Moon  an  exAa^.  The 
<c  fame  Scholiaft  tells  us,  that  at  this  very 
<c  time,  there  was  likewife  an  Eclipfe  of  the 

Sun.  What!  a  natural  and  proper  Eclipfe 
<c  of  both  the  Sun  and  the  Moon  at  the 
<c  fame  time.”  p.  66,  67. 

In  anfwer  to  all  this,  I  obferve  that  the 
firfl  Clouds  of  Arijlophanes ,  which  are  loll, 
and  from  which  many  things  were  taken, 
and  worked  up  into  the  prefent  Comedy, 
—  the  firft  play  I  fay  was  aded  when  Ifar - 
chus  was  Archon  e,  i.  e.  01.  89.  1.  The  Scho¬ 
liaft  obferves  that  in  the  year  before  that, 
when  Stratodes  was  Archon ,  there  was  an  E- 
clipfe  of  the  Moon  in  Boedromion  f.  On 
what  day,  he  does  not  fay.  Now  fo  it  was  in 
fad,  that  about  the  beginning  of  OBobery 
that  very  year,  i.  e.  0/.  88.  4,  0 Bober  the 
9th,  Cahijius  has  fhewn  that  there  really 
was  an  Eclipfe  of  the  Moon  at  Athens .  And 
therefore  the  Scholiaft  fpoke  of  a  real  natu¬ 
ral  Eclipfe,  01.  88.  4.  when  Stratocfes  was 
Archon .  The  fecond  Clouds  were  aded  T wo 
years  after  the  firft,  i.  e .  when  Aminius  was 
Archon  &,  or  0/.  89.  2.  at  a  time  when 
Cleony  h  who  was  mentioned  in  the  firft  play, 


£  "At  zrpareti  Nz<pi^cct  cv  Itt]  Jc^ovto^  ’ltrcl^ou. 

Present 

i  3E7iiit'K  sytyps  VTi'Ay;rifc  TCJ  TTpOTifO)  iffl  q-£U,TCKAlOV$ 

Sch„  in  loc. 

£  'At  tivlfpui  NiipiXut  IjTi  'A fAztvtov  ap%ovro$,  Proa?m. 

;£&  t  PbWTm  h  nfih&v  if*  t&t#  yoc*  wov  o  KAsW. 

was 
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was  dead ;  whofe  name  neverthelefs  was  re¬ 
tained  in  this  play  out  of  the  former.  Here 
in  a  humorous  way  the  Clouds  are  made  to 
fpeak  to  the  Spectators, 


#H  t TlXWYl  Tci$  oS'qus,  0  <F 

T>)v  S’pu&AAuF  ectvroy  evSecoz  awtAxua-ciz 

*Ou  <pctvuv  ’l(p&(TMv  vjjur  ei  FpcLTyyyiMi  KAzcoVt 


The  Scholiaft  upon  thefe  lines  tells  us  , 
<c  that  there  was  an  Eclipfe  of  the  moon  in 
“  the  former  year  when  Stratocles  was  Ar- 
tc  chon  1  in  Boedromionf  i.  e.  in  OL  88.4. 
And  here  the  Sun  threatens  truly  that  neither 
would  he  appear,  but  would  be  eclipfed ,  if 
Cleon  were  General .  Thus  far  then  no  in- 
ftance  is  produced  to  fhew  that  exA^s  viXls 
is  put  for  any  extraordinary  darknefs.  But 
then  the  Scholiaft  adds,  k  that  there  a  did 
<c  happen  to  be  an  Eclipfe,  Cleon'  being  cho- 
<£  fen  General.”  From  this  place  Mr.  Ch. 
infers  »-  ■  that  at  the  very  time  when  the 
Scholiaft  mentions  an  Eclipfe  of  the  Moon 
there  was  one  of  the  Sun  too,  and  asks. 


*  ’EjrsiJ/i  Zyiviro  <rsA<rvjJ5  ?Z>  tfpcltpoi i  Xth  isrt  rpefiox?Jev$ 

9j  ^pof/jta. 

k  Ty,v  B'pvctfo/X  j  TW  UKTutoc.  siq  iccvTov  <rvfiiXcc<s,  Atto  7%  At^VOt* 
S*  fJjiTUtpopx  Gtrx,  Cdq  TiS  YlXov  0)q  U7TU?&vl<&J  B* Jiify- 

Siv,  u  rp«l  nyy<rn  K.}Jo;v.  oiov  ??#,f 

Au<TOL/jCCI  hq  Xichxo  cv  VSKOSOSl  (pXtiVM. 

'HAtoy  di  symjo  mrx  tux  rvfflv  **A ttys  %zipa{ov6ufpi£*. 

Sch.  in  loc. 


sc 

v 
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<c  What !  a  natural  and  proper  Eclipfe  of 
€C  both  the  Sun  and  the  Moon  at  the  fame 
€C  time?”  No  furely:  Nor  does  the  Scholiaft* 
fay  a  word  like  it.  He  tells  us,  that  when 
<£  Cleon  was  appointed  General,  there  was  an 
sc  Eclipfe  And  fo  there  was.  To  fhew 
therefore  how  this  was :  The  firft  clouds 
were  adted  01.  89.  1.  in  Lenceis^  or  Autumn, 
The  year  before  that,  or  01  88.  4.  there  was 
a  Lunar  Eclipfe,  051.  9,  and  it  was  in  this 
year  that  Cleon  was  chofe  General,  about  this 
time.  In  the  very  Spring  following,  March 
21.  there  was  likewife  a  Solar  Eclipfe ;  and 
this  is  what  the  Scholiaft  fpeaks  of,  when  he 
fays,  that  cc  there  was  rivet  ru^v,  an 
<s  Eclipfe  of  the  Sun  ;  which  happening  fome 
tc  Months  after  Cleon  was  made  General,  A- 
<c  rijlophanes  thence  took  occafion  to  make 
“  the  Sun  threaten  that  he  would  not  ap- 
4{  pear  if  Cleon  were  made  General.” 

In  Arijlophanes  himfelf  there  is  no  menti¬ 
on  of  any  Eclipfe  of  either  Sun  or  Moon  in 
this  place;  but  the  Scholiaft  fo  interprets  him* 
as  if  he  alluded  to  an  Eclipfe  of  the  Moon* 
051.  9.  01.  88.  4.  and  to  an  Eclipfe  of  the 
Sun,  March  21.  in  the  fame  Olympiadic 
year,  the  year  before  the  firft  Clouds  were 
adted.  Suppofe  the  Scholiaft  miftaken,  as 
to  the  month,  yet  his  plain  that  he  meant  a 
real  natural  Eclipfe  of  the  moon.  And  fo 
likewife  when  he  mentions  the  Solar  Eclipfe, 

H  he 
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he  meant  a  real  natural  Eclipfe  of  the  Sub, 
not  as  Mr.  Ch.  ridiculoufly  reprefents  him, 
<c  at  the  fame  time  when  the  Moon  was  e- 
u  clipfed,”  but  in  the  March  following. 
There  were  whilft  Strut oclcs  was  Arcbony 
two  natural  Eclipfes  ,  one  of  the  Moon , 
October  the  9th  ,  the  Other  of  the  Sun , 
March  the  21ft,  following.  The  Reader 
mu  ft  remember  that  the  Ar  chons  entered  in¬ 
to  their  ojftce  at  the  Summer  Solftice  :  So  that 
the  Eclipfes  in  0 Bober  and  March  were  to 
the  Athenians  in  the  fame  year.  Cleon  was  cho- 
fen  General  in  that  year,  about  October ,  i.  e.  as 
Thucydides  has  it,  at  the  end  of  the  Summer 
before  the  beginning  of  the  winter.  The 
Eclipfe  of  the  Moon  immediately  happen¬ 
ing,  and  not  long  after,  That  of  the  Sun, 

the  Scholiaft  conceived  the  Poet  to  allude  to 

1 

them. 

But  how  could  an  Eclipfe  of  the  Moon 
happen  upon  tc  the  laft  day  of  the  Old,  and 
6C  the  firft  of  the  New  Moon?”  5Tis  true, 
that  it  cannot.  This  Lunar  Eclipfe  was 
on  the  9th  of  October ,  when  the  Moon  a- 
foie  eciipfed,  1  not  on  the  30th  of  Boedro- 

miony 

*  Anno  feptimo  belli  Peloponnefiaci,  anno  quarto  Ol.  88. 
facta  eft  Eclipfis  Lunas,  menfe  Boedromione  ut  Ariftophanes  ha- 
bet  et  ejus  Scholialtes  hoc  exphcat.  Accidit  autem  Eclipiis  hoc 
anno  ea  nofte  quae  fecuta  eft  diem  nonum  Ottobris :  fuit  an¬ 
nus  Olympiadicus  3  c 2.  quo.  minor  numerus  invenitur  in  fe- 
eunda  parte  tabulae  304.  ubi  annus  mundi  3477.  Cyclus  Solis 

24  fer. 
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miony  but  on  the  6th.  For  as  that  year  be¬ 
gan,  Align  ft  5  th,  Boedromion  began  October 
4th,  and  the  Eclipfe  happened  on  the  6th  of 
Boedromion .  If  indeed  Melons  decennoval  cy¬ 
cle  was  then  brought  into  civil  ufe,  which  is 
not  clear  and  certain,  then  indeed  Boedromi¬ 
on  began  that  year  Anguji  27,  and  ended 
September  25.  and  did  not  anfwer  as  Mr. 
Chapman  fays,  <c  to  our  September  and  Ohio- 
u  berft  but  to  our  Auguft  and  September . 
And  then  the  true  confequence  would  b e,* 
that  the  Scholiaft  was  miftaken  a  month, 
when  he  faid  the  lunar  Eclipfe  happened 
in  Boedromion ;  for  in  reality  it  would  have 
been  in  Maima&erion ,  i.  e.  the  following 
month,  on  the  14th  of  which  was  an  E- 
^cliptic  full  moon.  But  take  it  any  way3 
the  Scholiaft  by  an  Eclipfe  means  an  Eclipfe, 
and  at  mod  can  only  be  charged  with  having 
miftaken  the  month ,  which  I  think  can  eafi- 

24  fer.  2  quae  addita  ad  complementum  quod  eft  annus  ex- 
panfus  48,  ftatuunt  primum  hujus  anni  diem  in  die  quinto  Au- 
guiti  fer.  7  Cyclo  Solis  5  Boedromion  autem  eft  tertius  menfis ; 
ergo  bini  prpeterierant,  five  dies  66,  qui  additi  faciunt  dies  277* 
five  quartum  Otftcbris,  quo  cepit  Boedromion.  Cahifus  Pro- 
legom.  p.  68. 

Eclipiis  lunaris  indicatur  ah  Ariftophane - -quam  Sctolioa 

annotat  faftam  Archonte  Stratocle,  menie  Boedromione.  Ad 
Calendarium  Julianum  accidit  die  9  O&obris,  et  Athenis  qui- 

dem  6  Boedromionis  vefperi - -ceepk  fefquihora,  fere  ante--* 

quam  oriretur,  et  plane  obfcurata  luna  orta  eft,  atque  ideo  fuit 
terribilior  et  melius  obfervari  potuit.  C  a  tv  if  ad  Annum  Mum 
di  3523.  Ante  Chriftum  423. 

H  2,  If 
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ly  be  parallelled  from  other  Authors,  were  it 
needful  to  digrefs. 

Mr.  Cb.  has  another  remark  on  the  word 
sVxeK “  that  it  was  the  moll  proper  word 
£C  that  could  be  ufed  to  exprefs  fuch  praster- 
cc  natural  Phenomena  :  for  as  they  are  fup- 
iC  pofed  to  be  very  like  a  natural  Eclipfe,  no 
<c  one  word  could  exprefs  that  likenefs  fo 
<c  well  as  exA gi-vj/is.  Sjcoto^,  or  any  other 
“  word  would  be  low  and  jejune,  very  fhort 

and  defective”  p.  64.  He  forgot,  I  fup- 
pofe,  that  Matthew ,  Mark ,  and  Luke ,  all 
made  ufe  of  that  “  low,  jejune,  very  fhort  and 
“  defective5'  word,  gxotqs  :  And  fo  do  the 
Apoftolical  Conflitutions m  ;  and  fo  does  Ori - 
gen  twice  againft  Celfits  ;  and  Africanus n 
thought  it  an  abfurdity  in  Lh alius  to  call  it 
an  Eclipfe.  Afterwards  indeed  nothing  but 
a  preternatural  Eclipfe  would  generally  go 
down  :  but  at  the  beginning  it  was  not  fo. 

As  to  the  inftance  produced  from  Dio  , 
and  Jerom ,  where  they  lay,  that  at  Augujluss 
death  tc  there  was  a  total  Eclipfe  of  the 
u  Sunf"  I  think  it  a  plain  miitake  in  them; 
and  that  the  citation  from  them  is  no 
more  to  the  purpofe,  than  from  any  other 
writer,  who  has  mention'd  an  Eclipfe  when 
there  actually  was  none.  Mr.  Cb .  indeed 

"ra  ‘Zfu'rct  iymro  rpm  ckotoi}.  Apof.  Conft.  1.  v.  14. 

71  T Sro  TO  (TXiOTCK;  wtevtyiv  rS  vtM%  Qcc&oq  'STnx.&Xii- - iftoi 

eox-ti,  African,  ap,  Syncelium.  p.  322. 

fays, 
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fays,  <£  that  to  anfwer  that  Dio  and  Jerom 
€£  are  mijiaken ,  is  trifling  and  groundlefs, 
€£  without  any  authority  but  fancy  and  con- 
€€  jedture  ”  But  at  the  fame  time  he  allows 
that  there  was  no  Eclipfe ;  nor  do  our  Ta¬ 
bles  give  us  any  as  poffible.  Is  this  then 
a  trifling  groundlefs  fancy  ?  or  is  it  not  founded 
on  fufficient  authority  ?  I  own,  I  am  not  ve¬ 
ry  fond  of  believing  every  prodigy  I  meet 
with  in  Livy ,  or  in  other  very  good  writers : 
and  I  can  fooner  conceive  men  that  live  long 
after  a  fad:,  as  Jerom  and  Dio  did  after  this, 
to  be  miftaken,  than  I  can  affent  to  ftories, 
which  thofe  who  wrote  Auguftus  s  life,  and 
lived  long  before  thofe  later  writers,  never 
mention. 

The  next  ftep  is  to  confider  Pblegon' s  o- 
miffions,  viz.  that  “  he  mentions  nothing  in 
his  account  of  this  Eclipfe  that  is  praeterna- 
€C  tural  or  extraordinary.”  Mr.  Cb.  imagines 
that  a  I  forgot  that  he  [Pblegon]  lived  a  bun- 
4C  dred  years  after  the  death  of  Chrift ;  -—Fie 
cc  was  forced  to  take  his  account  of  things 
cc  from  perfons  who  might  not  be  accurate 
€C  Aftronomers,  or  exadf  obfervers  of  every 
€C  circumftance.”  p.  70.  He  might  be  fo : 
but  Pblegon  is  known  to  be  a  hunter  after 
ftrange  ftories ;  a  credulous,  fuperftitious 0 

writer  y 

0  H  ttsoj  rae,  3QXvui7rio(Jci$  ~~ ~  Z  if  ttsd]  vp»j<ri//»5  ccxottpoq  (pu 

/  j,  »  /  »  t  ,  /  J  \  ,  '  \  ^  V „  '  ^ 

koffavtec  rg  to,  cpi/.QTLfAict,  fjc,  xopov  attnyWcc  rov  eiKftootrvtV  Kj  pwiv  ctXXo  r&ip 
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writer:  and  therefore  more  likely  to  relate 
any  odd  or  unaccountable  occurrence.  And 
if  the  perfons  froth  whom  he  took  his  ac¬ 
counts  were  not  accurate  Aftronomers,  yet 
ftill  it  is  unaccountable  that  they  fhould  take 
notice  of  an  Eclipfe,  and  yet  not  any  notice 
of  the  only  very  remarkable  circumftances  of  it. 
It  is  more  fo  in  Phlegon ,  becaufe  he  was 
not  unacquainted  with  the  Chriftians,  and 
with  their  affairs  ? :  And  if  that  Letter  be 
Phlegon  s  own,  which  was  fent  in  Adrian' s  * 
name  to  Servianus ,  in  which  he  fpeaks  of 
the  practices  of  Chriftians  in  Egypt ,  as  Pa* 
cuinus  thought,  and  publifhed  it ;  or  if  it  be 
Adrians  own,  and  tranfcribed  by  Phlegon ,  as 
others  more  probably  conjecture,  ’tis  very 
likely  that  he  fhould  have  taken  notice  of 
fuch  a  wonderful  ftory  amongft  them. 

However,  as  his  filence  in  fo  extraordina¬ 
ry  a  particular  is  acknowledged,  cc  he  makes 
amends  for  that  by  faying  that  this  Eclipfe 
a  was  the  greateft  of  any  that  had  been 
cc  known  before ,  which  feems  to  me,  fays 
Mr.  Gh.  to  be  a  plain  intimation  that  it 
c<  was  not  a  common  and  natural  one.5’  p.  71. 
Such  a  total  Eclipfe,  during  which  the  Stars 
were  feen,  and  there  was  a  total  darknefs,  and 

cv  rco  TrpoyjjTrrsw  trvyyapScrcc ,  tz  yzdiv  tou  Xoyov  gzdcvuu, 

yap©"  %ozv  zyztv  Trapctritiiicn.  ym rs  7T<x,vtoioi$  «§  v^zp^oMu 

iw  vy^m-  Phot.  XCVII. 
p  Origen.  c.  Celfum.  p.  69. 

%  Hiilori«e  Auguftae  Scriptores, 
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which  he  might  fuppofe  the  fame  as  the  Dark- 
nefsfo  much  talked  of  by  Chriftians,  That  hap¬ 
pening  (according  to  their  notions)  on  the  fame 
year, — This  would  certainly  make  it  one  of  the 
mod:  famous  Eclipfes,  excellent  inter  omnes ,  pe¬ 
culiarly  eminent,  not  only  in  the  place  were 
it  was  feen,  but  every  where.  Whatever  was 
the  fubjedl  of  much  talk,  and  much  fame^ 
would  of  courfe  be  the  greatefl  iywpivfjLtmv 
'Trporepov ;  and  yet  not  at  all  be  very  extraordi¬ 
nary,  or  preternatural. 

The  remaining  obje&ions  about  the  mean¬ 
ing  of  the  words,  eon  orao-av  Tivyw,  and  eqf 
oAv\vt)iv  ywy  (not  as  Mr.  Ch.  has  given  the  words 
to  us,  g7rl  '7tct(TcL\i  yy^j  and  e<p9  o\tjv  yyv,  which  are 
quite  different  Expreffions,  and  the  Evangelifts 
ufe  the  former  ,  never  the  latter)  — — -  As  to 
them,  Mr.  Cb.  allows  that  they  may  be  taken 
as  I  take  them*  for  the  land  of  'Judaea.  I 
allow  likewife  that  they  may  fignify  the 
whole  Earth  :  Their  meaning  therefore  de¬ 
pends  upon  what  has  been  already  faid,  and  is 
to  be  determined  by  the  circumftances.  The 
difficulty  in  Origen  muft  be  refolved,  that  as 
tc  all  the  other  prodigies r  which  happened  at  the 

f  Sicut  cetera  figna  quae  fa£ta  funt  in  paffione  ipfius,  in  Hie- 
jufalem  tantummodo  fadta  funt,  lie  et  tenebrse  iuper  omnera 
terram  Judaeam  funt  faftae  ufque  ad  horam  nonam. 

Again,  Sicut  terra  contremuit,  refertur  ad  terram  Hie  rafale  m, 
aut  fi  latius  voluerit  quis  extendere,  ad  terram  judseam ;  fic  et 

tenebrts  faff  a?  funt - Juper  omnern  terra m,  intellige  quod  fuper 

omnem  terram  Judseam  funt  fa£tas,  aut  certe  fuper  Hierufalem  tan- 
tum,  Origen ,  m  Matt.  Tra&.  35. 

“  Pajfion. 
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<c  Pajjton  were  at  Jerufalem,  or  at  moft  in 
Judaea ,  fo  likewife  the  darknefs  from  the 
<c  Sixth  unto  the  ninth  hour ,  was  only  upon 
C£  Judaea.” 

But  what  Mr.  Chapman %  from  Reland,  al¬ 
lows  to  be  poffible,  Mr.  Whifton  abfolutely 
denies,  and  “  infills  upon  it,  that  fome  paral- 
cc  lei  inftances  be  produced  from  the  Sep- 
cc  tuagint ,  the  New  Left  ament,  or  Apoiloli- 
<c  cal  Fathers,  or  Origens  Greek  Works, 
“  where  thofe  words  are  reflrain’d  to  Ju- 
<c  dee  a  only.”  f'  And  he  adds ,  “  that  he 
C£  takes  this  fpurious  Author  [/.  e.  the  Latin 
Origen\  cc  to  be  the  firft:  that  fo  expounded 
“  thefe  texts.”  His  objection  is ,  that  the 
words  \ac\  ttS-ctccv  mv  yyy ,  or  eft  o\qv  ryv  yyiv, 
in  none  of  the  Authors  he  appeals  to,  figni- 
fies  any  thing  lefs ,  than  the  whole  Earth ,  or 
at  lead  the  Roman  Empire .  My  anfwer  is. 
That  the  Septuagint  alone  will  fur  nidi  us 
with  feveral  parallel  inftances,  where  thofe 
words  neither  do,  nor  can  fignify  more  than 
the  Land  of  Judcea .  The  firft:  that  occurs  to 
me  is  that  where  Abraham  and  Lot  parted. 
Abraham  faid,  Gen .  xiii.  9.  IS&  wclvci  y  yy  iw 
rlov  as  If  tv.  Is  not  the  whole  land  before  thee  ; 
by  which  he  meant  no  more  than  the  whole 
country  thereabouts ,  and  not  the  uninhabited 
parts  of  the  European  World,  as  appears  by 
the  circumftances.  If  this  is  not  fufficienc 

{  Whiilon’s  Six  DifTertations  p  1S2. 
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to  determine  the  meaning  of  'ttcutcl  Jj  yyj  in 
this  chapter,  I  add,  that  Jofephus ,  who  is  of 
very  good  Authority  in  this  cafe,  interprets 
this  very  paffage  by  % Region ,  or  Coun¬ 
try  ;  and  ver.  15.  the  words  are  confined  to 
a  trad:,  much  lefs  than  all  Judcea,  to  what 
he  could  furvey  with  his  eyes,  to  the  Eaft, 
Weft,  North,  and  South. 

A  2d  inftance  is ,  Deut.  xi.  25.  fhere 
Jhall  no  man  be  able  to  /land  before  you ,  for 
the  Lord  your  God  Jhall  lay  the  fear  of  your 
and  the  dread  of  you ,  lor\  TTpoacc^ov  vrclcr^o  tv\$ 
yy\s>  upon  which  ye  Jhall  tread:  and  yet  this; 

all  the  Earth - is  confined  or  explain’d, 

ver.  24.  from  the  wildernefsy  and  Lebanon, 
the  river  Euphrates,  even  unto  the  utter mojl 

fea' 

Jofhua  xi.  23.  ?Tis  faid,  that  he  took  ttu- 
crav  ty\v  yyjv,  and  diflributed  it  to  Ifrael,  ac 
cording  to  their  divifions. 

1  Sam.  xiii.  3.  And  Saul  blew  the  trum- 
phet  r7t&vcu  t> iv  yyv ,  throughout  all  the 
Land,  fayingy  let  the  Hebrews  hear. 

2  Sam ,  xxiv.  8.  And  they  went ,  Iv  orao-yi 
tv)  yvi ;  throughout  Judasa,  only  from  Dam 
to  Beerfheba. 

2  Kings  xvii.  5.  "The  King  of  AfTyria  came 
upy  h  Tt&TA  tv\  yij)  throughout  the  Land  of 
Ifrael, 

-i 
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£ fat ah  vii,  24.  on  xeP(70^  W  &6a,v0<jt 
a  y viy  the  Land  of  the  Jews.  ‘Tanta  folitudo 
in  terra  Judce ,  fays  Jerom .  /«  loc. 

Jeremiah  iv.  20.  on  reA ouwbpriKe  'rt’a/scL  y 
yy]y  not  the  whole  earth,  hut  the  Land  of  Ju¬ 
dah  only . 

Jeremiah  viii.  16.  £he  fnorting  of  the 
horfes  was  heard  from  Dan,  ecrdoS^  wclo-cl  y\ 
yf  the  whole  Land  [of  Judaea]  trembled , 

as  appears  from  what  follows - they  have 

devoured  the  Land,  and  all  that  is  in  it ,  the 
City ,  and  thofe  that  dwell  therein .  Vide 
3  Sam.  xxx.  16.  Jojh .  ii.  24. 

Mr.  Wh.  adds,  that  he  ££  takes  the  fpurious 
<£  Origenf  (fo  he  will  have  him  without 
any  grounds)  £C  to  be  the  firft  that  expound- 
6£  ed  tccLcjcl  ii  yy\  ,  to  Jerufalem  or  Judaea 
€<  only.”  Now  if  the  Latin  Tranflator  of 
Origen ,  be  one  or  other  of  the  perfons  that 
Huetius  conceives  ;  viz .  Bellator  or  Epipha- 
nius  Scholajlicm ,  then  1  mu  ft  fay  that  Jerom 
long  before  them  did  give  the  fame  interpre¬ 
tation  to  wcLo-gl  y]  y?,  and  fays  that  ftis  by  A- 
nagoge  that  you  extend  fuch  expreffions  to 
the  habitable  world,  or  beyond  the  confines 
of  Judaea.  Supra  omnern  Terra m  ;  Juxta  Hi- 
fori  am ,  Judasas  terminos  intellige :  Juxta 
anagogen ,  totius  mundi.  Jerom.  in  Efai. 
c.  28.  Nay  he  interorets  oixovudv^  only  of 

Babylon p 
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Babylon ,  on  account  1  of  the  great  number  of 
its  inhabitants. 

And  now  I  mention  Epiphanius  Scholafti - 
cus ,  and  Bellator ,  as  the  fuppofed  interpreters 
of  Origen?,  Homilies  on  Matthew  ;  1  mu  ft 
obferve,  that  let  the  Latin  W orks  of  Origen 
be  fpurious,  and  as  late  as  thefe  men’s  times, 
i.  e.  about  the  year  5  10,  or  550,  ftill  thefe  La¬ 
tin  Works  (fuppofed  not  to  be  Origen  s,)  will 
yet  be  early  forgeries,  and  the  objections  will 
be  the  objections  of  Men  of  Learning  in  thofe 
days.  Origen  §  name  indeed  will  be  loft  ; 
but  fomebody’s  name  fo  early  as  thefe  muft 
come  in  his  ftead  ;  and  then  the  objection 
muft  receive  another  anfwer,  than  merely  by 
calling  this  Treatife  fpurious.  Any  fpurious 
book,  when  once  ftis  known  in  what  age  it 
was  wrote,  contains  as  good  evidence  for 
that  age,  as  if  it  really  bore  its  true  Au¬ 
thor’s  name.  But  this  by  the  by  ;  and  now 
to  return  to  Mr.  Chapman. 

He  acknowledges  that  Origen  confines  the 
Eclipfe  and  Earthquake  to  the  Land  of  Ju¬ 
daea.  But  then  he  asks,  “  Had  Origen  leen 
sc  all  the  memoirs  of  what  had  pafs’d  in 
“  India ,  Ethiopia ,  or  in  any  other  part  of 
“  the  world  ?”  Perhaps  not.  Mr.  Chapman 
fhould  have  remembred,  that  the  objection 

r  ^Oiy.ovfjjivY)  enim  lingua  nollra  habitatam  fonat,  et  liabifata 
propter  ingen  tern  populi  multitudinem  Babyloa  dicitur, 
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is,  that  only  your  Friends ,  i.  e.  Chriftians, 
mention  this;  and  Nemo  Grcecorumy  nemo 
Barbororum  con  [crip fit  in  tempore  illo .  No 
Writer  in  thofe  times  have  taken  notice,  not 
as  to  ££  the precife  timeyy  p.  46.  but  in  or  a- 
bout  Fiber  in  s\  reign.  The  Heathens  objedt 
this :  Origen  allows  the  objection  :  from 
whence  ’tis  fairly  to  be  infer’d,  that  none  of 
1  /  them,  neither  the  Fathers,  nor  Origeny  knew 
of  any  writer  who  had  taken  notice  of  this 
darknefs.  And  now y  fine  e  that  time ,  has  any 
body  been  mention'd,  except  Chriftians,  that 
have  fpoken  of  it?  No,  none  unlefs  you  will 
be  content  with  Abgarus  of  Edejlay  the  Adis 
of  Pilate ,  Phallus  and  Phlegon,  Vi&.WhiJlons 
fix  Difert.  p.  162.  Now  as  to  Phlegon , 
he  is  mention’d  by  the  Heathens ,  and  laid  in 
Origen9 s  way,  and  he  could  not  but  have 
named  him,  as  mentioning  this  Eclipfe,  had 
he  in  fadt  done  it.  So  that  no  want  of 
Memory,  no  Inadvertency  can  be  brought  in 
his  Excufe,  nor  do  I  believe  want  of  Learn¬ 
ing  will  be  imputed  to  him. 

Mr.  Wh,  is  willing  to  foppofe  that  there 
was  a  4C  partial  Eclipfe  of  the  Sun  for  per~ 
cc  haps  5h  42'  over  nine  parts  in  ten ,  and 
££  a  Total  Eclipfe  over  the  remaining  tenth 
<c  part  of  the  Roman  Empire  =2218'.  p*  170." 
In  the  preceding  page,  where  he  fuppofes 
the  common  miftake  to  be  that  C£  the  dark- 
;£  nefs  was  total  over  all  the  the  known 
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a  world,  or  all  the  Roman  Empire  at  once 
cc  for  three  whole  hours  together/'  He  fays, 
g£  This  indeed  would  eafily  be  fuppofed,  fo 
<c  amazing  a  prodigy  that  almoft  every  Greek 
*c  and  Roman  Hiftory  would  have  been  full 
€£  of  it ’Tis  to  me  a  matter  of  equal  fur- 
prize,  that  he  fhould  not  feel  this  difficulty 
even  upon  his  own  Suppofitions.  He  allows 
an  Eclipfe  as  long  again  at  leaft,  nay  perhaps 
three  or  four  times  as  long  as  any  natural 
Eclipfe  ;  a  total  darknefs  9,  perhaps  18 an 
Eclipfe  5h  42',  or  perhaps  near  twelve  hours 
long,  and  this  over  the  whole  Roman  Empire, 
and  yet  “  no  Greek  or  Roman  Hiftory  full 
6C  of  it?”  Were  they  fo  carelefs  obfervers  of 
prodigies  ?  Seneca  obferv’d  at  Auguftuss 
death,  a  ball  of  fire,  or  a  meteor  in  the 
air.  Fie  obferved  a  comet  in  Augujlus' s 
time,  and  in  Claudius ,  and  in  Nero’s ;  and  he 
mentions  feveral  others.  Could  he  mils  of 
the  only  very  remarkable  one,  which  eclip- 
fed  the  Sun  fo  long,  totally  ;  partially 
almoft  the  whole  day  ?  Credat  72011  Ego . 

But,  fays  Mr.  Whifion ,  that  cc  the  Ancient 
“  accounts  of  this  eclipfe  are  feven  times  as 
“  many,  including  both  the  Heathen  and 

Chriftian  Writers,  as  we  have  of  any  other 
€c  of  the  Ancient  great  Eclipfes  whatever.” 
p  170.  Perhaps  fo;  but  that  is  nothing  to  the 
purpofe.  The  difficulty  is  not,  what  the 
Numbers  are,  including  Chriftian  Writers, 

but 
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but  exclufive  of  them  ;  and  then  the  point  is 
to  name  one  that  is  to  the  purpofe.  Phlegon 
cannot  be  proved  to  fpeak  to  the  point ; 
nay,  I  think  he  did  not.  Nor  can  Phal¬ 
lus  ,  unlefs  we  knew  more  of  him  than 
we  do.  Eufebius  that  mentions  the  one  ex- 
prefsly  does  not  name  the  other.  So  that  I 
cannot  but  think  this  a  very  remarkable 
Silence  of  the  Antients. 

But  I  am  asked  “  Why  Africanus  does  not 
<c  afford  us  as  full  proof,  that  the  darknefs 
“  and  Earthquake  were  extended  beyond  Ju- 
<c  daa,  as  Origen  does  of  the  contrary  ?5' 
Chapman ,  p.  77.  The  difference  is,  a  miftake 
of  the  meaning  of  7 tcLjol  y\  yij,  might  govern  one, 
whilft  the  other  might  underftand  it  better. 
And  belides,  where  you  can  account  for  the 
error  of  one,  and  have  no  evidence  for  what 
lie  favs  in  a  fa<5t  that  all  the  world  muft  be 

j 

furprifed  at,  and  yet  no  notice  is  taken  of 
fuch  an  univerfa!  prodigy  by  any  writer  what¬ 
ever  ;  -—This  is  ground  fufficient  for  affenting 
to  the  one  and  not  to  the  other :  And  as  to 
what  Origen  wrote  twenty  years  after ;  I 
refer  m  what  has  been  already  faid,  as  fuf¬ 
ficient. 

The  laft  difficulty  urged  by  me  was  cf  that 
u  Phlegon  not  only  calls  it  an  Eclipfe  of  the 
u  Sun,  but  he  adds  likewife  that  the  Stars  ap» 
<c  peared  in  Heaven.  Now  had  he  intended  any 
darknefs,  but  what  arofe  from  a  true  and 

proper 
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<c  proper  Eclipfe,  he  would  not  have  added 
“  this  circumftance,  becaufe  whatever  ob- 
€<  ftrudted  the  rays  of  the  Sun,  would  much 
cc  more  obftruC  the  light  of  the  Stars.’' 
This  Mr*  Chapman  treats  as  <c  mere  fuppo- 
<c  fitions,  which  have  no  other  ground  but 
€<  fancy  and  private  conjecture,  worth  no- 
<c  thing,  at  leaft  they  prove  nothing.”  p.  79. 
I  mull  only  defire  him  to  fay  fomething  that 
is  not  “  Suppofition  ’  that  is  more  probable; 
and  {hew  how  the  Sun  can  be  hid,  and  the 
Stars  appear,  and  yet  not  by  an  Eclipfe ;  and 
I  {hall  readily  fubmit  to  any  Light  that  can 
be  given  me.  But  ’tis  writing  not  like  a 
Searcher  after  Truth,  but  like  an  Advocate 
retain’d  for  a  Caufe,  to  attempt  to  remove  a 
difficulty  by  only  quoting  Grotius ,  for  faying 
it  was  done,  modo  quodam  hominibus  ignoto , 
as  if  this  were  not  “  mere  Suppofition, 
“  grounded  on  fancy  and  private  conjec¬ 
ture,”  notwithftanding  Grotius  faid  fo. 

And  now  I  have  done  with  Phlegon  ,  I 
muft  acknowledge  my  thanks  to  Mr.  Chap¬ 
man  for  folving  for  me  the  difficulty  how 
Grotius  and  others,  came  to  cite  ‘ Tertullian 
as  they  did.  I  own  that  I  did  not  in  the 
leaft  fufpeft  that  part  of  the  fentence  to  have 
been  added  by  Rigaltius ,  (of  which  no  no¬ 
tice  is  taken  in  my  Edition,  1675.)  But 
why  Mr.  Ch.  corrects  medium ,  for?  media , 
and  reads ,  dies  ?nedia  orbem  Jignante  foie , 
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inftead  of  the  common  reading,  Dies,  medium 
Orbem  fignante  foie ,  fubduBa  eft ,  I  know  not. 
JTis  an  alteration  that  makes  the  paffage  neither 
better  nor  clearer  •>  nay,  I  think  it  not  fo  ex- 
preffive,  to  fay ,  dies  media  fubduBa  eft ,  as 
to  fay,  dies  fubduBa  eft  medium  Orbem  fig¬ 
nante  foie .  but  ’tis  not  tanti  to  difpute  it. 
If  what  I  propofed  about  the  paffage  is  not 
liked,  I  am  as  well  pleafed  to  have  it  reject¬ 
ed,  as  approved,  and  therefore  (hall  lay  no 
more  about  it. 

I  fhali  now  take  this  opportunity  curlorily 
to  run  over  Mr.  W' s  marks  of  difference  be¬ 
twixt  Phlegon  s  Eclipfe,  and  that  which  I  have 
named.  As  to  the  iff.  That  Phlegon  s  Eclipfe 
was  in  the  4th  year  of  0/.  202.  whereas  Kep¬ 
ler’s  was  OL  202.  1.  I  havefhewn  how  it  all  de¬ 
pends  upon  Eufebius ,  which  is  not  fufficient  to 
fupport  it.  But  fays  Mr.  Whifton  ~ —  u  Tho* 
<c  the  fituation  of  an  Event  in  a  Chronology 
tc  that  goes  diftindtly  year  by  year,  as  was  the 
tc  cafe  of  Phlegon' s  Olympiads ,  and  is  the  cafe  of 
<c  Eu/ebius’s  Chronicon ,  and  of  the  Chronicon 
ic  Alexandrinum  might  now  and  then  be 
<c  placed  by  Tranfcribers  one  year  too  high,  or 
<£  too  low,  yet  to  fuppofe  it  no  lefs  than  three 
C£  years  wrong  is  plainly  intolerable f  p.  172. 
Yet,  ££  intolerable”  as  it  is,  thus  it  is  in  thefe 
very  Chronicles.  E.  g.  The  birth  of  Virgil  in 
the  Chronicon  Alexandrinum  is  four  years 
different  from  what  the  Chronicon  of  Eufe~* 

bias 
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bins  and  Jerom  place  it ;  it  ahigns  it  to  the 
year  in  which  Hortenjius  and  Metellus  were 
contuls,  inftead  of  Pompey  and  Crafjus.  Eu- 
J'ebius  himfelf  mentions  in  the  year  he  cites 
Phlegon ,  two  fabts ;  one  above  thirty  years 
before  it  ready  happened,  and  a  fecond  four 
years  after  it  happened.  What  therefore 
Mr.  Wbift  on  thinks  fo  <c  intolerable,”  is  fb 
frequent,  that  he  muft  be  a  ftranger  to  thefe. 
books  that  does  not  often  take  notice  of  it. 

2.  Phlegon  s  Eclipfe,  he  fays,  was  the 
<c  greateft  that  ever  had  been  known  before. 
“  Its  whole  duration  being  no  lefs  than  three, 
££  if  not  fix  hours.  The  duration  of  the 
£C  longeft  natural  Eclipfes  is  very  rarely  more 
££  than  two  hours  and  a  half.  But  as  for 
<c  Keplers  Eclipfe  its  whole  duration  was  but 
££  2h.  18.”  p.  172. 

To  this  I  anfwer ,  That  it  is  falfe  in 
fa <£t,  upon  Mr.  Wb.  own  hypothefis,  to  fay 
that  Phlegon  s  Eclipfe  was  the  greateft  that 
ever  had  been  known :  for,  at  its  longeft,  its 
duration  was  but  fix  hours  according  to  him  : 
whereas  there  is  one  mention'd  by  .Mr.  Wh. 
himfelf,  p.  163.  out  of  Plutarch  from  Xeno¬ 
phanes  which  lafted  a  whole  month  :  and  what 
is  fix  hours  to  a  whole  month  ?  I  urge  this 
only  as  an  argument  again  ft  Mr.  Whifton ,  be- 
caufe  it  does  not  appear  to  me  at  all  proba¬ 
ble,  that  there  ever  was  in  fact  any  fuch  E- 
clipfe. 
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The  3d  mark  of  difference  mentioned  by 
him  is,  That  Phlegori s  Eclipfe  C€  was  the 
4C  greateft:  of  any  known ,  acknowledged  and 
cc  celebrated  before P  Whereas  there  had 
been  other  Eclipfes  more  famous  than  this 
mentioned  by  Kepler 

To  this  I  anfwer,  That  if  Phlegon  wrote 
of  the  real  Eclipfe  which  happened  Nov.  24. 
A-  D.  29.  This  being  the  year  in  which  the 
generality  of  Chriftians  in  thofe  times^ 
thought  Chfift  to  have  died,  he  might  fup- 
pofe  that  the  darknefs  which  they  fo  much 
talked  of  and  celebrated,  was  the  fame  as  his 
Eclipfe:  and  for  that  reafon  might  call  it 
the  greateft  of  any  celebrated  before. 

4.  In  Phlegori  s  Eclipfe,  the  day  became 
u  night.  In  Kepler  s  —  there  was  little  fign 
<c  of  either  the  day’s  becoming  night,  or  of  a 

multitude  of  Stars  appearing  in  the  Sky  — 
<c  both  which  Phlegon  s  defcription  requires.’5 

Surely,  when  the  Eclipfe  was  total  1-— 40', 
and  the  Stars  which  were  vifible  areexprefsly 
named  to  Mr.  Wh.  viz.  Mars ,  Venus ,  Merr 
airy,  Ant  ares,  Ar Slums,  Epic  a  virgin!  s,  and 
perhaps  two  of  the  brigheft  Stars  in  Libra , 
*and  the  brighteft  in  the  Neck  of  the  Serpent — 
This  is  enough  to  juftify  Phlegon  in  the 
ftridteft  fenfe.  Why  muff  a  greater  multi¬ 
tude  of  Stars  appear  ?  ‘When  the  Stars  are 
fa  id  to  appear  in  any  other  Eclipfe,  does  any 

one 
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frne  mean  mors  than  here  are  named  to  jufti~ 
fy  fuch  an  account  ? 

No  place  where  this  Eclipfe  was  feen  is 
named  by  Phlegon  :  nor  can  it  be  proved 
whether  Phlegon  did,  or  did  not,  pick  up 
the  account  of  this  Eclipfe  in  Egypt :  kis  cer¬ 
tain  Adrian  was  there,  as  well  as  in  other 
parts  of  the  Empire,  and  Phlegon  probably 
with  him.  And  why  a  calculation  fhould 
be  made  for  Rome ,  or  Nice,  or  JeruJalem 
rather  than  Egypt ,  I  know  not.  When  I 
firft  defired  a  calculation  for  Nice,  it  was 
only  becaufe  Nice  was  mentioned  in  the  Sen¬ 
tence  ;  and  merely  for  the  tryal  fake.  But 
a  calculation  for  Egypt  is  to  the  full  as  pro¬ 
per  as  for  any  other  place,  fince  it  is  mentio¬ 
ned  in  a  book  that  takes  notice  of  things 
'7rcLvToLyy  TTpa^devrec,  as  Saidas  fays.  Where- 
ever  it  was  at  the  g'reateft,  and  Phlegon  was 
likely  to  meet  with  it,  that  is  a  reafon  for 
calculating  it  for  that  place.  Mr.  JVhiJlon 
adds, 

5.  Phlegon  s  Eclipfe  began  at  the  fixth  hour 
of  the  day.  How  does  that  appear  ?  Does 
Phlegon  fay  fo  ?  Or,  does  he  name  Nice ,  or 
Rome  for  the  place,  where  it  began  at  that  hour  ? 
If  therefore  it  was  at  any  place  where  Phlegon 
probably  might  meet  with  it ,  at  the  time  he 
mentions  it  5  from  that  time  we  are  to  conject¬ 
ure  at  the  place  where  he  met  with  it.  If  there¬ 
fore  in  Egypt  it  was  at  the  heighth  at  the  Jixth 
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hour,  and  there  it  was  total,  fo  as  the  Stars  might 
be  feen,  there  mo  ft  probably  he  picked  it  up  : 
And  we  all  know  Egypt  to  be  the  place  where 
Aftronomy  flourifhed,  and  where  he  could 
mod  likely  meet  with  it.  and  where  Adrian 
hmfelf  was,  and  probably  Fhlegon  with  him. 
But  if  any  other  place  fhould  feem  ftill 
more  probable,  by  the  alteration  of  circum- 
ftances,  (as  perhaps  it  may)  what  I  now 
fay  of  Egypt  may  more  likely  then  belong  to 
that.  ’Tis  all  mere  conjecture,  and  as  fuch 
to  be  treated.  . 

6.  Mr.  IV L  repeats,  t£  Fhlegon s  Eclipfe 
“  was  accompanied  with  an  Earthquake  in 
“  Bithynia .  But  on  the  year  of  Keplers 
€£  Eclipfe  we  have  not  the  lead:  pretence 

of  Evidence  for  any  fuch  Earthquake  in 
“  any  Country  whatever.”  As  if  he  does 
not  here  take  for  granted  the  point,  which 
is,  whether  the  Earthquake  at  the  Paffion 
extended  further  than  JeruJalem ,  or 
J  a  dec  a. 

I  had  in  this  place  drawn  up,  and  defign- 
ed  to  have  publifhed  an  enquiry.  Whether 
Fhlegon  made  ufe  of  the  'Julian  ,  or  the 
Afiatick  form  of  year,  in  order  to  fhew, 
whether  the  A  of  Eufebius  were  more  pro¬ 
bably  to  be  changed  into  an  A,  as  I  propofed 
at  ftrft ;  or  whether  it  ought  to  be  correct¬ 
ed  into  a  B,  as  Petavius,  and  others  think 
more  probable.  But  as  this  controverfy  is  of 

little 
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little  confequence ,  I  determined  not  to  trouble 
the  Reader  any  further. 

And  now  that  I  have  reviewed  this  Sub¬ 
ject  with  all  the  indifference  that  a  fairfearcher 
after  truth  ought  to  have,  I  mud  own  I  fee  no 
evidence  for  the  4th  year  of  Olympiad  202. 
but  what  is  owing  to  Eufebius  alone ;  and 
which  cannot,  I  think,  be  looked  upon  as 
fatisfadory.  Could  better  have  been  produ¬ 
ced,  thofe  ingenious  and  learned  Gentle¬ 
men,  Mr.  Chap?na?i0  and  He  that  addrelfed 
the  Letter  to  me  from  Oxford  would  cer¬ 
tainly  have  produced  it  ;  nor  could 
Mr.  JVhifton  have  failed,  after  fo  much  pains 
taken  by  him  upon  this  Subjed.  And  as  the 
whole  that  I  can  fay ,  is  now  before  the 
Reader,  I  leave  it  entirely  to  his  Judgment, 
and  take  a  final  adieu  of  this  Controverfv. 


Decern .  1  rs 
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Errata  et  Emendand, 

P  AGE  8.  line  8.  dele  not.  p.  53.  /.  20  .for  LaS2antiusy  read 
Jfricanus.  p.  38.  /.  2.  after  Him,  add ,  And  laflly,  the’ 
the  words,  dv  necv<rs Xwm,  might  be  poffibly  inferted  by  Afri - 
canus ,  yet  thofe  other  explanatory  words,  could  not. 

For  no  language  will  admit  this  manner  of  Expreffion,  That 
there  was  a  total  Eclipfe  F  R  O  M  fuch  an  hour,  without  the 
mention  of  the  hour  T  O  which  it  laded, 
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yidemur  fane  melius  confulturi  Rei  Chriftianse,  &  Honori  Sofpi- 
tatoris  Noftri,  fi  infigne  hoc  Prodigium  etiam  Hoftium  noftro- 
rum  ore.  .confirmemus ;  imprimis  cum  nihil  repugnet;  quarii 
fi  illud  evertendo,  vel  unum  armorum  genus,  quibus,  adfpi« 
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Chriftianorum  ex-eutiamus.  Reland.  PaUjiin.  illuftrat.  Tom. 
I.  p.  30. 


CAMBRIDGE , 

Printed  at  tne  Uninjcrfity  P refs  for  Cornelius  Cronvjjleld ;  and 
John  Cronunfield ,  at  the  Rifing-Sun  in  St.  Paul's  Church- 

-Yard.  LONDON .  MDCCXXXIY-  '  '  ; 


✓T  y  ‘  '  r  <r 


sr- 

c  ' 

V 


.  > 


•  *  r> 


, 


: 


*  -  • 


4  « 


i. 


' 

*  ■ 


« 


) 


■ 


- 

! 

- 

-  i 


. 

. 


t 


INTRODUCTION. 


HEN  fir  ft  Dr.  Sykes's  Differ  tat  ion 
came  abroad,  I  had  not  a  thought 
of  palling  one  Single  Remark 
upon  it  in  Print,  expeding  to 


fee  it  freely  and  accurately  examin’d  by  much 
abler  Hands,  and  promiling  to  my  felf  the  a-  . 
greeable  Entertainment  of  a  Reader,  without 
the  trouble  of  a  Writer.  Neither  was  I  dis¬ 
appointed  in  the  Event  5  for  before  many 
Months  had  palled,  I  had  the  pleafure  to  fee 
the  Point  debated  learnedly  and  copioufly  by 
Several  ingenious  Gentlemen,  who  acquitted 
themSelves  So  well  upon  the  occafion,  as  to 
leave  very  little  room  for  any  new  Improve¬ 
ments,  and  to  me,  I  am  Sure,  very  Small  En¬ 
couragement  to  come  after  them.  But  at  laft 
Some  Perfons,  with  whom  I  have  the  honour 
to  be  acquainted,  thinking  the  Subjeft  not  quite 
exhaufted,  were  pleas'd  to  define,  that  I  would 
enter  into  this  difpute,  and  they  by  repeated 
Importunities  prevailed  upon  me  to  engage  in 
it.  This  muft  be  my  Apology  to  the  Reader 
for  troubling  him  So  late  with  my  Thoughts 
concerning  Phlegon ,  and  to  Dr.  Sykes  for  thus 
appearing  againft  him  in  Publick. 

That  Learned  Gentleman  out  of  an  ardent 
Zeal  for  the  Service  of  chrijlitwity  is  willing 
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to  remove  out  of  the  way,  whatever  either  can  be 
provd  to  be  falje ,  or  at  bejl  cannot  be  provd  to 
be  true .  Pref.  to  Def.  p.  S.  He  is  firmly  of 
opinion,  that  the  Addition  of  very  dif put  able, 
if  not  totally  impertinent  Tcfimonies  does  but  weak¬ 
en  the  Evidence  for  Chrifi unity,  and  can  never 
fojjibly  add  any  force  to  what  is  urged  for  the 
truth  of  it.  Introd.  to  Diflert.  p,  5.  And  here¬ 
in,  I  freely  acknowledge,  he  has  my  concur¬ 
rence,  and  who  they  are,  that  will  oppofe  him 
in  it,  I  know  nor.  But  I  mu  ft  beg  leave  to  ob- 
ferve  on  the  other  fide,  that  we  are  not  o- 
bliged  upon  any  Principle  to  give  up  a  Tefti- 
mony  immediately,  becaufe  it  happens  to  be 
difputed ,  or  to  judge  it  to  be  falje  and  imper¬ 
tinent  upon  every  fuggeftion  of  its  being  fo. 
Were  this  to  be  the  cafe,  we  muft  e'en  give 
up  the  ftrongeft  Evidences  in  favour  of  Chri- 
ftianity,  the  Prophecies  and  Miracles ,  which  at- 
teft  and  fupport  it  5  for  all  thefe  both  in  an- 
tient  and  modern  times  have  met  with  very  vio¬ 
lent  Adverfaries,  who  have  us'd  their  utmoft 
Endeavours  to  wreft  and  extort  them  from  us. 
By  which  I  do  not  mean  to  rank  the  Teflimony , 
which  is  now  the  Subjed  of  Debate,  with  thofe 
prime  and  fundamental  Evidences  of  Chriftianity, 
upon  which  it  is  chiefly  built,  and  muft  for 
ever  reft;  but  only  to  Chew  in  general,  that 
the  Truth  and  Validity  of  Teftimonies  and  Evi¬ 
dences  does  not  depend  on  the  AJJent  or  Dijfent 
of  particular  Perfons,  but  on  their  own  real 
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Weight  and  Authority,  We  fee  every  Day 
fuch  amazing  Inftances  of  Ueaknefs,  Blindnejs , 
Fancy,  and  Extravagancy  in  Men,  that  were 
we  to  take  our  eftimate  of  things  from  thence 
alone,  we  could  hardly  admit  one  Truth  in  a 
thoufand  as  certain  and  indifputable.  I  would 
not  deny  in  the  mean  time,  that  fome  Truths 
there  are,  and  fome  Tejlimonies  and  Evidences , 
which  a  Man  may  doubt  of  and  difpute  with* 
out  incurring  Reproaches  or  hurting  his  Re¬ 
putation  among  judicious  Men,  if  he  does  it 
with  Candour  and  Mode  fly.  Neither  am  I  un~ 
willing  to  allow,  that  the  Teftimony  of  Phle- 
gon  now  before  us  is  of  fuch  a  kind  5  and  I 
am  fcnfible,  that  confiderable  Men  have  pub* 
1  idled  their  Doubts  of  it  before  Dr.  Sykes.  It 
is  not  efteenfd  (by  any  one  that  I  know  of) 
one  of  the  grand  and  principal  Supports  of 
Chriftianity,  the  removal  of  which  would  (hake 
the  whole  Superftru&ure;  neither  is  it  fuppo- 
fed  to  carry  inch  a  dazzling  and  irrefifiible 
Light  with  it,  that  a  Man  cannot  difown  it 
without  fhutting  his  eyes.  No.  This  is  not 
what  any  one  contends  for.  It  is  urged  only 
as  collateral  and  fupernumerary  Evidence,  to 
confirm  and  illuftrate  what  is  fully  and  fuf 
ficiently  eftablifhed  upon  other  Authorities.  And 
as  it  may  have  its  value  and  fubordinate  ules 
in  this  view,  I  do  not  think  it  neceflary  whol¬ 
ly  to  difeard  and  renounce  it,  while  Reafon 
and  Criticilm  appear  to  me  to  favour  and  de~ 
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fend  it.  It  is  worth  eonfidering  with  home 
degree  of  Care  and  Attention  as  a  celebrated 
Paffage  in  Hiftory,  and  worth  difputing  with 
iome  degree  of  Zeal  and  Earneftnefs,  as  it  may 
ferve  to  corroborate  and  adorn  the  GofpeL  What 
farther  encourages  me  to  offer  fomething  con¬ 
cerning  Rh  logon ,  is  the  great  Regard,  which 
Men  of  the  higheft  Charader  for  Learning, 
Penetration,  and  Judgment  have  all  along 
exprelski  towards  it,  and  continue  to  exprefs 
at  this  day.  Such  were  Grotim a,  Huetiusby 
Ti i lemon t e,  and  Reland d,  and  luch  now  living 
are  Fabricius e  and  Wolfius f ;  befides  many  others, 
that  I  could  name.  Men  fo  eminently  diftin- 
guifhedas  thefe  are  in  the  Learned  World, 
declaring  in  favour  .of  Phlegon,  notwithftanding 
the  Scruples  and  Exceptions  of  Kepler ,  Vojjius , 
Bayle,  and  Bafnage ,  incline  me  to  think,  that 
Phlegon  may  yet  be  defended  with  good  grace 
even  again!!  the  Learned  Dr.  Sykes,  who  feems, 
as  far  as  1  can  dilcern,  to  argue  pretty  much 
in  their  way  and  upon  the  fame  Hypothecs. 

a  Grot,  in  Matt.  c.  XXVII.  v.  46. 
b  Huct.  Demonft.  Evang.  Propof.  1 1 1. 
c  Mem oi res  Tom.  I.  Notes  XXXV.  Sur  N.  S.  Jefns  ChriiL 
d  Reland.  Palxftin.  Illuft.  Tom.  I.  cap.  V. 
e  Quanquam  Chroriologicis  quibufdam  Difficultatibus  permoti 
quidam  Viri  DodilTimi  de  alia  Eclipfi  loqui  Phlegontem  exifti- 

.mant— - -  non  tauten  ufcjue  adeo  explorcit&  mihi  cvidentun  illorutn 

Re,  ti ones,  ut  non  malim  cveteribus  ajjentiri ,  cum  certiffimum  Jit 
Phlegontem  etiam  alia  de  Rebus  Chriiti  &  Judaeorum  Chronico 
fuo  inferuifie.  Fabric.  Biblioth.  Grsec.  Lib  IV.  c.  13, 
f  Cura.'  Critical  &  Philolog.  Tom.  I.  p.  407. 
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As  to  the  chinefe  Accounts  of  an  extraor¬ 
dinary  Darknefs  in  antient  times,  I  fhall  leave 
them  to  thofe  who  are  better  Judges  and  great¬ 
er  Admirers  of  them.  I  would  not  undertake 
to  difpute  about  Hiftories,  which  I  cannot 
confult  my  felf,  and  of  which  all  my  Know¬ 
ledge  muft  be  fetched  from  the  Relations  and 
Extracts  of  Travellers.  My  Bufinefs  is  only 
with  Greek  and  Latin  Writers  5  who  are  better 
known,  and  more  eafily  examined.  And  as 
Phlegon  has  no  relation  to  the  Chine fe  or  de¬ 
pend  mcc  upon  them,  he  may  well  enough  be 
taken  feparately  from  them,  and  may  now  be 
introduced  without  further  ceremony. 
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Examined  CrV. 

i. 

PH L  E  G  O  N  was  born  at  Tralles  a  City 
of  Lydia ,  and  when  he  grew  up  be¬ 
came  a  Libertus  or  Freedman  of  the  Em¬ 
peror  Adrian a.  Some  had  reported, 
as  Suidasb  informs  us,  that  he  was  a  Libertus 
of  the  Emperor  Augufus.  But  this  was  a  great 
miftake,  and  has  been  fully  difproved  by  Learn¬ 
ed  Menc  from  Phlegon  himfelf.  He  was  a 
Man  much  efteem’d  for  his  Learning,  and  the 
Works  which  he  publifhed.  Among  other 
Pieces,  of  which  there  is  a  Catalogue  and  Cri¬ 
tical  Account  in  Faloricius d,  he  wrote  one  of 
more  Note  and  Eminence  than  the  reft,  cn- 
tituled,  OA viu’7tiovixg)v  xj  Xpovuu IV  o-uvx'y&yy  or  a 
Chronological  Account  of  the  Victors  at  the  Olym¬ 
pic  Games ,  and  of  all  the  mojl  remarkable  Occur - 
rences ,  which  happened  in  every  Olympiad ,  begin- 

a  Spartian.  in  Hadrian,  cap.  16.  Vopifcus  in  Saturnin.  cap. 
VII  Phot.  Cod.  97. 
b  Said.  V.  <bAym. 

c  Salmaf.  in  Spartian.  Hadrian,  cap.  i6„  Voffius.  Hilton 
Groec.  Lib.  2.  c.  11. 
d  Fabric.  Biblioth.  Gtxc.  L,  IV.  c.  XII. 
e  Ap  Phot.  Cod.  07. 

ning 
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mng  with  the  ift  Olympiad,  and  continued 
down  to  the  229th,  in  iixteen  Books f.  This, 
if  one  may  judge  from  the  tafle  which  Pho- 
tins  has  given  us  of  it,  muft  have  been  a  very 
ufeful  and  valuable  Work,  and  of  great  fer- 
vice  towards  fettling  many  Points  in  Antient 
Chronology.  But  unfortunately  for  11s,  thefe 
Books  are  not  now  extant,  and  nothing  but 
a  few  Fragments  (of  which  the  Pafiage  now 
in  difpute  is  one)  and  notices  of  them  remain, 
juft  enough  to  make  us  lament  the  irreparable 
lofs  of  the  reft.  How  long  they  were  in  be¬ 
ing,  before  they  were  totally  loft,  cannot  now 
(I  think,)  be  determined  with  any  certainty. 
We  know  they  were  extant  in  Photiuss  time, 
who  lived  in  the  Ninth  Century,  becaufe  he 
had  them  in  his  own  hands,  made  confider- 
able  extraits  out  of  them,  and  as  he  tells  us 
himfelfs,  had  read,  when  he  wrote  his  Biblio¬ 
theca,  as  far  as  the  177th  Olympiad.  Itfeems 
evident  likewife  from  Saidas,  that  he  too  had 
feen  them  entire.  For  he  tells  us  the  number 
of  Books  in  the  whole  Work,  and  in  what 
Olympiad  they  end,  and  ufes  the  word  'Iqi  of 
them  as  of  Books  then  extant,  without  the 
leaft  hint  of  their  being  loft  either  in  whole 
or  in  part  at  that  time, 

f  Eygcrfysr  OhvjjjinaLch&s  cm  t $*'.  ¥<&  r~5  cxO"  O- 

Av[*7notfot  roc  Tmvmxp.  Suid. 

rr  TTki  >:  , 


Now 


S  Age  of  Sul  das. 

Now  the  Age  of  Saidas,  which  has  fo  of¬ 
ten  been  the  fubjed:  of  difpure  among  the 
Criticks,  I  would  not  pretend  to  tix  exa&ly. 
But  I  am  of  opinion,  that  he  compos’d  his 
Lexicon  in  the  latter  end  of  the  tenth  Centu¬ 
ry  or  in  the  beginning  of  the  eleventh,  before 
A.D.  1025.  For  in  one  place h  he  fpeaks  of 
Bajilius  and  Conflantinus  as  then  reigning  at 
Conjlantinople ,  who  fucceedcd  Joannes  Z  mi  fees 
in  the  Throne  A.D.  975.  and  reigned  toge¬ 
ther  till  the  year  1025.  I  am  fenfible  that 
fame  very  Learned  and  Judicious  Men  Gerard 
VoJJius 1  and  Fdbricius k  have  placed  him  in  the 
latter  end  of  the  nth  Century.  And  Fabri - 
sins  urges  two  Paffages  of  Saidas*,  where  Mi¬ 
chael  Pfellus  is  quoted.  That  Author  had  de¬ 
dicated  1  a  Book  (now  extant  in  MS.  in  the  King 
of  France's  Library)  to  Michael  Ducas  Son  of  Con- 
fantine  Ducas,  between  the  years  1071  and 
1078.  And  this  Book  of  his  has  the  very 
words  to  which  Suidas  refers  5  and  to  make  the 
Argument  the  ftronger,  thefe  Paffages  are  re¬ 
tained  in  the  oldcft  Manufcripts  of  Suidas,  that 
Kufer  confulted.  To  all  which  I  could  add, 

li  T m  rot  cvtyzlpM  TVS  B otnAu&$  VafuctSuv  B HfftAelx 

Km^otv^va  T2  UopfPv^y-yv^Tm.  Suidas  V.  Y^eovsztravxTmAiq. 
i  Volf.  de  Hidor.  Graec.  Lib.  2.  c-  26. 
k  Fabric.  Biblioth.  Grasc.  Tom.  IX.  p.  626. 

*  Suidas  v.  A sprpa.  v.  Hyvirogs*;, 

^  I  The  Title  of  the  Book  in  the  MS.  is,  as  follows.  'fzAA# 

ttytov  crvttpcov  TcoXiTncaiv  <&£&<  7rst<mv  t  t7n<p] jaw,  ’yvcf/jivY)  7rpo$ 
tov  zutrzQi'px.'nv  BoecnAsa  xu^f/ov  Miyct^A  tov  Ash^v  cm  'zsi&rdy f/jotr^h 

tS  Uarfoi  aurz  BotnAws,  Fabric,  ubi  fup/p.  625. 
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tSiat  Suidas m  has  tranfcribed  a  Pafiage  verbatim 
from  XiphilinCi ,  who  publilhkban  Epitome  of 
X>ion  Caff  us .  And  this  Xiphiline  did  not  write 
before  the  year  1070.  But  upon  confidering 
the  Evidence  on  both  Tides,  the  Chronological 
P adage  above  appears  to  me  of  the  greateft 
weight.  For  this  cannot  eafily  be  accounted 
for  on  any  other  fuppolltion,  but  that  Suidai 
himfelf  was  the  Author  of  it.  Whereas  the 
other  might  be  added  by  fome  later  Writer* 
as  we  know  feveral  PafTages  certainly  are* 
Another  Argument  in  favour  of  my  Hypo- 
thefis  I  may  take  from  our  moft  eminent  Crh 
tick  Dr.  Bentley n.  He  obferves,  that  Suidas 
calls  Symeon  Metaphrases  of  blejj'ed 

memory ,  which  appellation  he  believes  is  never 
mfed  in  Greek,  but  of  Perfons  not  long  dead,  and 
within  the  memory  of  him  that  fays  it .  Now 
this  Symeon ,  he  fays,  was  in  Ojfce  under  Leo* 
who  died  5  8  years ,  before  Suidas  s  Chronology  ends> 
and  confequently  flourilh'd  in  the  former  part 
of  the  10th  Century.  From  whence  it  ap¬ 
pears  improbable,  that  Suidas  fhould  write  a- 
bove  an  hundred  years  after  Symeon  5  as  he  muft 
have  done,  if  he  liv'd  towards  A.  D.  1100. 
For  thefe  reafons  I  chufe  with  Dr.  Cave0  and 
Dr.  Bentley  to  place  Suidas  under  the  Emperors 
Baf Hits  and  Con  ft  animus* 


m  Suidas  v.  Afjbvv. 

n  Dr.  Bentleys  Diflertat.  on  Phalaris.  p  2 23, 
*  Cave  Hiitor,  Literar.  p.  587, 
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Thus  far  we  may  trace  the  Chronological 
Works  of  Vhlcgon  $  but  how  long  they  were 
preferv’d  beyond  this  time,  I  know  not?  nei¬ 
ther  is  it  very  material  at  prefent  to  enquire. 
It  may  fuffice  to  have  laid  fo  much  in  gene¬ 
ral  of  Vhlcgon  and  his  Works,  as  may  fcrve  to 
prepare  the  way  for  what  follows?  and  be  of 
ufe  in  judging  of  feme  antient  Authorities  to 
be  produced  hereafter. 

IL 

Now  the  Queftion  between  me  and  Dr. 
Sykes  is  manifeftly  this,  viz,*  Whether  that  re¬ 
markable  Eclipfe?  which  is  mentioned  by  Vhle » 
gon  in  a  certain  Fragment  of  his  Olympiads,  has 
any  relation  to  the  darknefs?  which  happened 
at  our  Saviour’s  Faffion.  Dr.  Sykes  has  thought 
fit  to  maintain  the  Negative.  For  the  proof 
of  which?  one  or  other  of  thefe  two  things 
rnuft  be  alledged.  Either  ift.  That  the  year 
of  Vhlcgon  s  Eclipfe,  according  to  the  common 
reading  of  his  Text?  does  not  coincide  with 
the  true  year  of  our  Saviour’s  Pailion.  Or  2d. 
That  the  prefent  Text  of  Vhlcgon  with  regard 
to  the  year  of  his  Eclipfe  is  faulty  in  the  com¬ 
mon  editions?  and  that  another  reading  of  it 
is  certainly  genuine.  This  alternative  is  ad¬ 
mitted  on  all  rides.  Now  the"  thing,  upon 
which  Dr.  S.  chafes  to  build  his  Hypothecs? 
is  the  2d  of  the  two  abovementioned.  He  ah 

*  -V'  •' 

lows* 
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lows,  that  the  year  of  Phlegon  s  Eclipfe  accord¬ 
ing  to  the  common  reading  of  the  Text  does 
really  coincide  with  the  true  year  of  our  Sa¬ 
viour’s  Pa  Hi  on  5  and  declares  moreover,  that 
were  we  fare ,  this  was  the  true  reacting  of  Ph lo¬ 
gon,  there  could  be  no  difpute  p.  The  reading 
therefore  of  Phlegon  is  what  Dr.  S.  is  pleafed 
to  difpute,  and  upon  this  alone  he  has  refted 
the  merits  of  the  whole  Controverfy.  Here 
then  is  the  grand  and  neceflary  Point,  which 
mud  now  be  debated  5  and  if  we  can  clearly 
and  folidly  vindicate  the  prefent  reading  of 
Phlegon ,  Dr.  S.  I  am  perfwaded  from  his  known 
Candor  and  Ingenuity,  will  own  himfclf  ef¬ 
fectually  confuted ,  and  will  not  be  forry  to 
have  this  additional  Tejlimony  mmefiionable  9. 

The  way,  which  I  fhall  take  to  defend 
Phlegon ,  is  that  which  is  always  made  ufe  of 
in  thefe  cafes,  and  is  fueh  as  all  Criticks  re¬ 
quire  and  acquiefce  in,  being  indeed  the  only 
one  that  can  properly  be  made  ufe  of  in  di- 
fputes  of  this  kind.  It  is  to  be  remembered, 
that  the  Paffage  of  Phlegon  now  before  us,  is 
only  a  fmali  Fragment  of  a  large  and  noble 
Work,  which  fome  antient  Writers  have  pre- 
ferv’d  down  to  us.  So  that  to  know,  what 
the  Pafiage  it  felf  is,  and  what  is  the  true  and 
genuine  reading  of  it,  our  bufinefs  muft  be  to 

p  Differt  p.  48. 

q  Introdud.  p.  6. 
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confult  thofc  antient  Writers,  and  to  examine* 
how  it  hands  at  prefent  in  them, 

;  :  III. 

i.  The  firft  Writer,  that  gives  us  the  Paf- 
fage  in  the  very  words  (ctvro7s  pyi/uxw)  of  Phle - 
gony  is  Eufebius r,  and  it  runs  thus.  Tj  <J\  tru 
r Yi$  <r£.  OAvfjbTndi^s  lywzTo  >iA is  (JLtyim 

t  eyvct&afjitvoov  *Z2£?T6gov*  Kotj  vt>£  &ga  sx/rvi  T>i£ 
gygygTo,  cow  x)  cLtftpxs  ci  BgctvcJ5  <p&vwc6(. 

2£&i(TfjLQ<F6  jueyas  xolt!  BiBuitic w  rl  tuXXx  ty\$  Ni- 
y&ias  7tocrn<i pe^avo.  In  the  fourth  year  of  the 
20 id  Olympiad  there  happened  an  Ecltpfe  of  the 
Sun  the  greatefl  that  had  been  obfervd  before . 
And  there  was  Night  at  the  fxth  hour  of  the 
day>  fo  that  the  Stars  appeared  in  the  Heavens. 
And  (at  the  fame  time)  a  great  Earthquake 
overthrew  a  great  part  of  (the  City)  of  Nice . 
You  fee,  this  Eclipfe  and  Earthquake  mention¬ 
ed  by  Phlegon  is  faid  to  have  happened  in  the 
fourth  year  of  the  20zd  Olympiad,  the  very 
year  in  which  Dr.  Sykes f  himfelf  places  the 
Faffion  of  our  Saviour  Chrift. 

Now  that  S'.  trti  is  the  true  reading  of  Phle¬ 
gon  in  Eufebius ,  is  clear  beyond  all  exception 
from  the  Latin  Verfion  of  this  PalTage  of  Eu- 
febius  compofed  by  Jerom  and  that  of  Ana- 

r  Apud  Syncell.  p  325. 
f  Differtat.  p.  1  o. 

t  Quarto  autem  anno  CCII,  Olympiad^  magna  &  excellent 

inter 
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ftafius  Bibliothecarius 11  about  the  year  870.  Both 
thefe  Writers  have  quarto  anno  Olympiad.  202  ; 
and  their  Tranflations  muft  be  look'd  upon  as 
two  diftind  Originals,  and  not  as  if  one  was 
only  a  tranfcript  from  the  other.  For  tho* 
they  both  tranflate  the  fame  Paflage  of  Eufe- 
bins ,  yet  their  Tranflations  of  it  arc  very  dif¬ 
ferent,  as  any  one  may  fee,  that  will  but  caft 
his  eye  upon  them  in  the  Margin.  Add  to 
this,  that  all  the  MSS.  of  Syncellus ,  which  Goar 
confulted,  agree  in  expteffing  the  Greek  nume¬ 
ral  S. 

The  Learned  Kepler  endeavouring  to  free 
his  own  Hypothefts  from  fome  difficulties  ari- 
fog  from  rhlegon ,  trifles  exceedingly  upon  this 
Paflage  of  Eufebius.  When  Calvifus  objeded 
to  hjm  Jerom  s  quarto  anno ,  his  anfwerw  to 
him  is.  But  what  if  Jerom  himfelf was  miflaken  ? 
There  is  great  room ,  fays  he,  for  fufpetUng ,  that 
the  particle  was  miflaken  by  him  for  the  nume¬ 
ral  letter  <?.  Why  fo  \  Did  Jerom  know  fo 

inter  omnes,  quae  ante  earn  acciderant,  Defe&io  Solis  fa&a  ; 
dies  hora  fexta  ita  in  tenebrofam  noftem  verfus,  ut  ftellae  in  errlo 
vifae  fint,  terrreque  motus  in  Bithynia  Nicaeas  Urbis  multas  sdes 
fubverterit.  Hieron.  Cliron.  Lat. 

11  Porro  quarto  anno  ducentefimse  fecunda:  Olympiadis  fa$a 
eft  Defetftio  Solis  maxima,  &  nox  bora  fexta  Diei  fadta  eft,  ita 
ut  etiam  ftellse  in  ccelo  apparerent.  Terras  motus  etiam  magnus 
in  Bithynia  fadtus  plurima  Nicsese  fubvertit.  Anaftaf.  Hiitor. 
JEccl.  p.  1 4*  Ed.  Par. 

w  Hieronymus,  inquis,  vertit  anno  quarto  ?  Quid  igitur  fi  Sc 
ipfe  eft  hallucinatus  ?  Magna  fufpicio  eft  voculam  £  pro  nume- 
fall  perperarq  fuinptam,  Kfsr,  Eclog,  Chroq.  p.  87. 

little 
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little  of  Greek ,  as  not  to  be  able  to  didinguidi 
one  from  the  other?  But  the  ground  of  this 
fufpicion,  it  feems,  isx,  that  Jerom  m^fplain- 
ly  not  tq)  A  ere/,  but  rof  Si  A  gre<,  as  appears 
by  h  is  quarto  autem  anno .  A  notable  Argu¬ 
ment  indeed  !  Becaufe  he  read  the  particle  Si 
in  Eufebius ,  therefore  he  did  not  read  alio  the 
numeral  S.  Wonderful  Logic  this,  and  wor¬ 
thy  fo  great  a  Philofopher!  I  fhould  be  glad 
to  know  from  any  Advocate  for  Kepler  thefe 
two  things. 

id.  If  upon  his  fuppofition,  there  were  no 
numeral  L  but  only  the  particle  A'  in  Eufebius, 
how  Jerom  came  by  his  mtem  and  quarto  too* 
Surely  he  could  not  give  us  both  autem  and 
quarto  for  a  Latin  Tran  flat  ion  of  one  Tingle 
particle  Si. 

2.  How  Jerom  can  here  be  fufpecled  of 
having  miftaken  Si  for  the  numeral  L,  when 
Tis  plain  that  in  this  very  place  he  tranflates 
the  particle  Si  by  autem .  What  ?  could  Jerom 
be  right  and  wrong  about  the  fame  particle  at 
the  fame  time?  This  to  me  is  very  ftrange  and 
incredible. 

But  dill  the  Greek  Text  of  Eufebius,  fays 
Kepler  y,  is  very  ambiguous  and  uncertain .  For 

x  Nam  fi  ponderes  verba  Hieronymi,  Quarto  autem  anno, 
plane  conftabit  ipfum  legiffe  non  rdi  d.  but  rd  os  o.  st<h. 

Ibid.  ( 

y  Graecus  Eufebii  textus  ambiguus  eft  Sc  lubricus.  Nefcias 
enim  Quarto  anno,  an  fimpliciter,  annoww  Olymp.  CCII.  legas. 
Ibid.  p.  126. 
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you  cmnot  tell,  whether  you  ought  to  read  it,  m 
the  fourth  year ,  or,  But  in  the  year  of  the  20 id 
Olympiad*  Then,  fay  I,  there  is  no  fuch  thing 
as  certainty  in  any  Paftage  of  Enfebius .  And 
Scaliger  might  as  well  have  faved  himfelf  the 
trouble  of  publifhing  an  Edition  of  him.  But 
pray  what  is  it,  that  makes  the  Greek  Text  of 
Enfebius  Jo  ambiguous  and  uncertain  ?  Are  not 
Syncellus  and  Jerom  and  Anafajius  fufficient  to 
eftabiifh  the  S.  and  the  quarto  anno  ?  And  is 
there  any  Authority  for  rof  Si  zru  without  a 
numeral,  befides  a  random  conje&ure  ?  If  bare 
fufpicio'ns  can  overthrow  fuch  weighty  Autho¬ 
rities,  neither  Eufchius ,  nor  the  Canon  of  Pto¬ 
lemy,  nor  any  other  Chronological  Writer  is 
fafe. 

But  after  all  what  is  to  be  done  with  plain 
rS  Si  mi,  when  the  numeral  $.  is  ft  ruck  out  ? 
Why,  it  feems,  it  is  to  fignify  the  year  when 
the  202ft  Olympiad  was  celebrated ,  or  the 
firfl  year  of  that  Olympiad.  I  anfwcr,  that 
the  antient  Greeks  never  fpcak  in  this  manner*. 
They  always  infert  a  numeral  to  exprels  the 
firfl  year  of  an  Olympiad,  as  well  as  any  other. 
And  therefore  Dr.  Sykes  perceiving  that  Kepler 
was  in  fome  diftrds,  endeavours  to  help  him 
out  by  an  eajy folution  of  his  own.  If  Phlegon, 
fays  he,  defigned  the  Eclipfie  in  the  firfl  year  of 
the  202d  Olympiad,  the  Greek  Text  of  Eufe- 
bins  is  to  be  corrected  by  the  fmallejl  alteration 
pojjlhle  in  the  Greek  numbers ,  by  putting  an  A  in- 

(lead 
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ftead  of  a  A z.  Very  true,  if  Phlegon  deftgned 
any  fuch  thing.  But  how  does  it  appear,  that 
he  did  fo>  Till  that  be  {hewn,  let  us  keep  the 
numeral  A  which  is  antient  and  well  attefted* 
rather  than  admit  another  which  has  no  foun¬ 
dation  in  Antiquity, 

II.  To  confirm  the  quotation  of  Eufebius * 
the  Chronicon  Pafchale  otherwife  called  the 
Chronicon  Jlexandrinum  cites  Phlegon  twice  in 
the  lame  form,  introducing  him  with  laying, 
That  the  Pagans  had  taken  notice  of  this  year$ 
(the  year  of  the  Fallion)  mentioning  exprejfly  an 
Earthquake  as  happening  at  the  time ,  and  parti - 
cularly  Phlegon  the  Co  lie  cl or  of  Olympiads .  For 
in  his  XTIIth  Book  he  fays  thus .  In  the  fourth 
year  of  the  20  zd  Olympiad  there  happened  an  E- 
clipfe  of  the  Sun ,  the  great  eft  of  any  knoivn  he - 
fore a  dec.  We  may  obferve  here,  how  em¬ 
phatically  this  Author  fpeaks  of  Phlegon>  and 


z  Differ  tat.  p.  73,  74. 

a  Kcct  0;  A  rev  cvmvtov  TvZ'n*  ImO]  it foot vro,  et<r(poi>ico$ 

•ymvnq  iCj  tov  cth(T[Fov  y.yo/jjsvovy  kol t*  t^uigSTzw  ^Xtyuy  6  rote,  O* 
Xvvbfnctlttc,  ovvcft,yx.yw.  Alyn  yotp  ctv  rtS  *y'  avy  [pocfjjfjoot v,  ootm 5. 

TZ  Js  TETAPTi^  tret  c rb.  OXvyj7na,h>q  syeviTi  Bx-Xnfotq  HA<a  [jot-* 

^  *  cv>  s  /  /  r-  \  '  y  ^  "  <  /  »/ 

9457?  t  tymrt/itvM  7rpoT2^gv,  Ka<  sxrjf  ths  yjfjui^ocq  sysfS7ve 

an  t&f  c*  xectvcJ  (pscvvjvcif.  Ssur^gs?  fjotyotq  y.otTct  B &vvlcw 

’yvofji/iw.  TATTA  O  AHAO0EI2  ANHP,  yvovq  to  Tncgcchfyy  7% 
>q  T«  Ha/«.  Chron.  Pafchal.  p.  219. 

O  Ws  £AAj3!X7  y^oypctfyoic,  isvgn&s  Q>Xiy&v,  0  rote,  OXV[At7nctIu§ 

t&sikvs,  Myotv.  T a  Js  TETAPT12  tm  er£,  QXvf/j7notobq  lytnT9 
HAta  y>iy>yi  t  tyve»>crfAii*m  Trpar&pgy  k.  yv£  upcc  exry  t»j 

.  ✓  5/  </ _  >  ■>  >  i  */ 

yffASgetq  r/iV&TV,  Mit  «  £?  ouguvu  !fU.VYjVcCf'  <T£  <rf/£Sl  {Aityict,  KCCTCi 

B«9 wia*  ytvof//f*oq  roe  oroAAce  rt^  Nixottc&q  K&Tt?p rfootiv,  TotZm  k 

^A*>3-«5  ivijp.  Ibid.  p.  222.  Ed.  Cang, 
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how  little  room  there  is  to  doubt,  that  he 
tranfcribed  thefe  words  of  Phlegon  from  Phlegon 
himfeif.  And  what  is  farther  remarkable,  he 
exprefies  in  both  places  the  fourth  year  not  by 
the  numeral  A  but  by  'nripra  at  length,  which 
makes  any  rhiftake  in  the  number  lefs  eafy 
and  lefs  probable.  His  repetition  likewife  of  the 
fume  words ,  as  an  ingenious  Writer  has  well 
obferved  'D,  mufl  he  look'd  upon  us  a  confirmation 
of  the  Authority ,  thoy  in  the  fame  Book ,  hecaufe 
it  fhewSy  that  in  the  firjl  Text  there  was  no  acci¬ 
dental  mifiake . 

I  muft  farther  obferve  to  the  Reader,  that 
-thefe  Teftiinonies  of  the  Chronicon  Pafchale  are 
probably  much  more  antient,  than  they  are 
commonly  fuppofed  and  reprefented.  The 
generality  of  Writers  thruft  down  this  Chro¬ 
nicon  in  grofs  without  any  diftindion  as  low 
as  the  7th  Century.  Whereas  we  are  inform¬ 
ed  by  the  laft  Learned  Editor  of  it  Dufrefne  ^ 
that  it  is  really  made  up  of  two  parts,  com- 
pofed  by  different  Authors  at  different  times* 
The  firfl  begins  with  Adam  and  ends  A.  IX 
354.  in  the  XVlIth  of  the  Emperor  Ccnftantius $ 
the  fecond  continues  it  down  from  that  year, 
to  the  XXth  of  the  Emperor  Heraclius  A.  IX 
630.  And  this  difeovery  of  Dufrefne  is  com 
firmed  by  the  great  Fabrichts d.  Now  the  Te* 

b  Letter  to  Dr.  Sykes  p.  12. 

c  Praefat.  ad  Chron,  Pafchal.  p.  VIII. 

4  Fabric,  Bibligth,  Grace.  Tom.  YI,  p.  142, 

c 
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ftimonies  cited  above  from  the  Ghronicon  a  t€ 
extant  in  the  former  part  of  it,  and  confe- 
quently  are  not  to  be  placed  lower  than  A*  D* 
354,  a  few  years  after  Eufebius.  Thefe  cir- 
cumftances  of  the  Chronicon  Pafchale  lead  me 
to  wonder,  why  Dr.  Sykes,  who  profefles6  to 
have  collected  and  faithfully  reprefented  to  the 
Reader  the  principal  if  not  all  the  Pafjages ,  which 
relate  to  Phlegon’s  Teftimony ,  among  the  Ant  lent  ss 
fhouid  pafsithis  over  without  the  lead  notice 
in  his  Dijfertation.  For  is  not  this  one  of  the 
Principals  the  Doctor  talks  of  ?  or,  was  he  not 
apprized  of  fuch  a  Book  ?  or,  could  he  wilful¬ 
ly  omit  it,  as  being  fo  (irong  and  exprefs  a» 
gaind  him  \  or,  what  was  the  reafon  of  it  ? 
For  my  part  I  will  not  pretend  to  determine  j 
the  Do&or  is  the  only  Perfon  that  can  ex¬ 
plain  it. 

III.  A  3d  Writer  among  the  Greeks ,  that  has 
quoted  the  fame  Faffage  of  Phlegon  is  Joannes 
Philoponus f,  who  flouriflfd  about  the  year  6oo* 
He  too  with  the  Authors  produced  above  appears 
very  plainly  to  have  read  in  Phlegon  TsTctpra? 
eve*  the  fourth  year  of  Oh  ioz.  For  fo  he  has 


e  IntrocfuSL  to  Differs  p.  6. 

f  T&m  S'z  roZ  GTCOTtiS,  0%  Tvq  VVKtoq  TMU'jys,  f£j  fa 

<7 O^vfjj7noi(rtv  syjvyi&ri,  Azyi  pup,  oti  tzS  etiVTigu  srrf  ?v,c,  \ 'hung* 
enapiq  hvrfauc,  QXvtATnuhic;,  eyfazro  j#  Aig  sxtei\ptf  [Azyt<pi  T  Qm  (dele 
Gtnt)  iywtrfASvav  <z TpTSgoV  tej  a>^u  skt v\  rljc  yiAsguq  iysvsrt,  ctyi  <£ 

fa  tguvJ  (pm iiof,  Fhilaponus  in  Gcnefin,  f  ib*  II.  cap.  2 1 « 

p.  8'S. 
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it  expreilly  in  one  places,  putting  Ttrapra  at 
length,  and  forming  a  Chronological  Calcula¬ 
tion  upon  it.  It  is  true,  that  in  the  firft  Paf- 
fage  quoted  in  the  Margin,  we  find  hi jrega  ac¬ 
cording  to  the  prefent  Edition  of  him,  but  I 
fhall  prove  below  from  Philoponus  him t elf,  that 
this  reading  is  only  a  corruption  in  his  Copy. 

These  are  all  the  antient  Greeks ,  who  have 
quoted  profeffedly  the  original  words  of  Phle - 
gon  *.  But  beiides  thefe  of  the  Greeks ,  andj^V- 
rom  and  Amjlafius  of  the  Latins  produced  a- 
bove,  I  may  fubjoin  two  more  Latin  Writers, 
the  Author  of  the  Hijloria  Mifcella  about  the 
year  784 S  and  Freculphus  Lexovienfisk  about 
824.  Both  thefe  have  cited  Phlegon  in  their 
Hiftories,  and  both  exprefs  in  their  Tranflations 
of  his  words  the  fourth  year  of  Olympiad  202. 
Upon  all  which  Teftimonies  I  fhall  make  a 

g  TV  o  G>xlym)  sv  tc!  TETAPTfl  6t{ 

tk  o'icci^cnoipji;  <fovTigc&$  OXv[/*7ncih$.  Id.  ibid.  p.  89. 

*  I  take  no  notice  of  Malela  and  Maximus,  becaufe  though  they 
loth  quote  Phlegon,  yet  they  do  it  negligently ,  and  not  in  the  words; 
of  Phlegon  himfelf 

i  Scribens  inter  caeteros  autem  &  Phlegon - in  tertio  decimo 

fermone  iifdem  verbis  afferit  lire.  Porro  quarto  anno  ducentefimsc 
fecundae  Qlympiadis  fadta  eft  defedtio  Solis  maxima,  &  nox  hora 
fexta  diei  facta  eft  :  ita  utetiam  ftellse  in  coelo  apparerent.  Terras 
jnotus  etiam  magnus  in  Bithynia  fadtus  plurimam  Nicaese  partem 
yrbis  fubvertit.  Hiftor.  Mifcell.  Lib.  VII.  p.  227. 

k  Scribit  verb  fuper  his  &  Phlegon ,  qui  Olympiadtim  egregius 
fueputator  eft,  in  XIII  Libro  ita  dicens  ;  Quarto  autem  anno 
CCII  Olympiadis,  magna  &  excellens  inter  omnes,  qui  ante  earn 
acciderant,  defedtio  Solis  fadta  eft  diei  ho?a  fexta  &c.  Frcculph. 
Q hron.  Topi.  II.  Lib.  I,  e.  6. 

€  %  few 


2  o  Obfervaii ons  on 

few  Remarks,  before  I  proceed  to  confider  Dr. 
Sykes’s  Objections. 

i ft.  It  is  proper  to  obferve,  that  all  thefe 
<7 reek  and  Latin  Writers,  that  quote  and  tran- 
fiate  this  Paftage  of  Vhlegon ,  lived  while  the 
Works  of  Vhlegon  were  yet  in  being.  For  they 
all  flourifhed  before  the  loth  Century,  till 
which  time  I  have  fhewn  above,  tha t  Vhlegon  $ 
Works  were  extant.  From  whence  it  is  plain, 
that  all  thefe  antient  Teftimonies  may  be 
called  original  ones,  that  is,  fuch  as  might  have 
been  taken  from  Vhlegon  himfclf 5  and  there¬ 
fore  muft  not  be  diferedited  as  mere  tranferipts 
of  one  Author  from  another,  becaufe  thefe 
Writers  were  all  Men  of  Learning,  and  capa¬ 
ble  of  confulting  that  Author,  and  no  one 
can  prove,  that  they  did  not  in  fad  con lult 
him.  I  am  aware  of  one  Objedion  to  feme 
of  the  Latins ,  that  their  Tranflations  are  a- 
mo  ft  the  fame  verbatim ,  and  therefore  that 
they  only  copied  one  from  another  without 
ever  looking  into  Vhlegon.  This  perhaps  may 
be  faid  of  Anajlajius  and  Freculphus ,  the  firft 
following  the  Author  of  Hijloria  Mifcella  or 
Vaulus  WarnefriduSj  and  the  other  Jerom .  But 
this  fort  of  Argument  (though  frequently  made 
ufe  of)  does  not  feem  to  me  very  folid  and 
concluftve.  For  why  is  itnecefiary  that  a  Man 
fhould  not  have  feen  the  Original  of  an  Au¬ 
thor,  becaufe  he  cites  another  s  Tranftation  of 
him  I?  Might  he  not  quote  a  Latin  Tranftation. 
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in  a  particular  Pa  flag e,  becaufe  he  found  it 
very  juft  and  agreeable  to  the  Original  ?  And 
is  not  this  done  by  the  mod  learned  and  ac¬ 
curate  Modems ,  who  cannot  juftly  be  iu  (peeled 
cither  of  negligence  or  incapacity )  And  as  to 
thefe  two  Writers  in  particular,  Anajtajius  is 
known  to  have  been  a  Scholar,  Vir  erat ,  fays 
Dr.  Cave,  pro  avi  fui  genio  nequaquam  indochis ; 
qui  utriufque  lingux  fc lent  mm  tenuit ,  &  cum 
primariis  Saculi  Viris ,  Photio  ac  Hincmaro ,  arciam 
fat  is  arm  ci  t  mm  colmt  b  Befides  which,  he  was 
qualified  fufficiently  by  his  Office  of  Bibhothe - 
carius  or  Library- Keeper  at  Rome  for  a  curious 
and  diligent  fearch  after  Books,  and  very  pro¬ 
bably  was  prefer’d  /to  that  Office  for  his  ex¬ 
traordinary  abilities  in  point  of  Literature. 
And  as  to  Freculphus ,  he  too  was  a  Man  of 
eminence  in  the  Weftern  Church,  and  more¬ 
over  aflures  us  hitnfelf,  that  the  PaflTages,  which 
he  quotes  by  name  from  antient  Writers  whe¬ 
ther  Profane  or  Ecclefiaftical,  arc  reprefented 
by  him  as  lVe  found  them  in  the  Authors  them- 
felves  j  Sententias  illorumy  fays  he,  ajjumpf ,  ut 
in  fuis  habentur  libris m.  If  fo,  it  is  certainly 
not  improbable,  that  he  confulted  Phlegon  him- 
ielf,  tho"  in  his  Latin  Hiftory  he  has  adopted 
Jeroms  Tranflation  of  one  Paflage  of  him. 

2.  I  would  obferve,  that  here  are  no  lefs 
than  feven  antient  Writers  three  Creek  and 

1  Cave.  Hiftor.  Liter.  Tom.  I.  p.  5^9, 

m  Freculp.  Prasf.  Chron, 
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four  Latin,  ail  concurring  in  one  uniform  re* 
prefentation  of  a  Fragment  of  Phlegon ,  and  in 
one  reading  of  a  controverted  numeral.  A 
number  very  extraordinary,  and  of  great  weight 
in  the  prefent  cafe !  There  is  not,  i  believe, 
one  antient  Chronological  Fragment  in  a  hun¬ 
dred  (of  thofe  which  are  now  extant)  fo  well 
attelted  and  fupported  as  this  of  Phlegon.  Few 
there  are  among  the  many  hundreds,  that  may 
now  be  colleded  from  Greek  Antiquity  Pro¬ 
fane  and  Ecclefiaftical,  that  have  more  than 
one  Writer  to  reft  upon  >  a  great  majority  of 
them  depend  upon  a  lingle  evidence  5  and 
Men  of  Learning  will,  1  dare  fay,  think  I 
fpeak  too  much  within  compafs,  when  I  call 
this  Fragment  of  Phlegon  thus  confirmed  and  iL 
luftrated  only  one  of  a  hundred.  Now  "tis 
plain  and  indifputable  fad,  that  Chronological 
Fragments  of  much  inferior  Authority  as  to 
Evidence,  many  that  are  quoted  but  by  one 
Writer  and  that  but  once,  others  not  fup¬ 
ported  by  more  than  two  or  three,  are  often 
alledged  by  Men  of  the  greateft  erudition  and 
skill  in  Criticifm,  to  prove  and  fettle  many 
important  points  in  antient  Hiftory.  And  that 
even  in  thofe,  which  abound  with  numerals 
much  more  than  this  of  Phlegony  and  even  in 
oppofition  to  the  Teftimonies  of  other  antient 
Authors,  who  are  ftill  preferved  entire  and  un« 
queftionable.  Inftances  of  this,  were  it  neceE 
fary  to  be  proved*  would  fill  a  volume.  Now 
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If  Fragments  of  this  kind  meet  with  fo  much 
regard  from  the  Learned,  if  they  carry  fo 
great  an  Authority  with  them,  and  are  e  flee  Di¬ 
ed  of  fo  fignal  ufe  and  confequence  to  the 
Critical  World,  furely  this  Fragment  of  Phle¬ 
gon ,  furrounded  with  fo  glaring  an  Evidence, 
mufl  deferve  an  equal  if  not  vaftly  greater 
regard,  from  every  candid  and  judicious  Cri- 
tick.  Or  on  the  other  fide,  if  fo  bright  an 
Evidence  cannot  fecure  the  Text  of  this  Frag- 
ment  of  Phlegon ,  fure  I  am,  that  we  may  e'en 
fet  afide  many  hundreds  of  valuable  Fragments, 
which  are  now  in  repute,  and  reject  many  no¬ 
ble  conclufions  that  are  formed  upon  them. 

3.  It  is  a  maxim  in  Criticifm  generally  re¬ 
ceived  and  allowed,  that  where  the  very  words 
of  an  Author  are  expreflly  and  profefiedly 
laid  down  in  any  antient  Writer,  fuch  Copy 
or  Reprefen tation  of  them  is  to  be  followed, 
rather  than  fany  loofe  and  general  account  of 
them  in  others.  Thus  in  the  cafe  before  us, 
when  Eufebius,  the  Chronicon  Pafchale ,  and  Phi- 
loponus  declare  that  fuch  and  fuch  are  the  very 
words  of  Phlegon ,  we  ought  not  to  fet  up  in 
oppofition  to  them  the  loofe  and  imperfect 
citations  in  Jfricmu$>  or  Aialelas,  or  Maximus* 
And  the  reafon  is  plain,  becaufe  there  is  ma- 
nifeftiy  much  greater  evidence  from  the  for¬ 
mer  concerning  Phlegon  $  original  words,  than 
from  the  latter. 
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4,  As  we  are  furnifhed  from  the  Writers 
abovementioned  with  fuch  direct  and  pofitivc 
proof  of  Phlegon  s  words,  fuch  as  very  rarely 
attends  any  fragment  of  Antiquity,  mere  con¬ 
jectures,  furmifes,  and  fufpicions  are  of  no  fort 
of  weight  and  fignificancy.  For  if  rhefe  were 
allowed  to  overthrow  fuch  clear  and  explicit 
Authorities,  the  Criticks  would  find  it  very 
difficult,  if  not  utterly  impoffible,  to  fecure  the 
Text  of  any  antient  Author  from  cavil  and  ex¬ 
ception. 


IV. 

Having  faid  thus  much  by  Way  of  Preli¬ 
minary  Remark,  I  come  now  to  confider  what 
Dr.  Sykes  has  objected  to  our  prefent  reading 
of  Phlegon .  And  here  one  would  naturally  ex-* 
peft  to  fee  our  quotations  of  Phlegon  confront¬ 
ed  with  others  as  full  and  exprefs,  bearing 
plainly  very  different  Years  or  Olympiads,  and 
of  much  fuperior  Authority.  But  natural  as 
it  is  to  expeft  fomething  of  this  kind,  Dr.  S. 
intends  no  fuch  thing  5  his  Evidence  is  chiefly 
of  the  p re fu nip tive  and  con j eft urai  kind,  not 
pofitive  and  direft ;  and  his  Authors  fay  little 
themfelves,  but  are  taught  to  fpeak  by  his  fa* 
gacious  Interpretations  of  them. 

Dr.  Sykes n  begins  with  producing  Julius  A- 
fricams,  who  in  a  Fragment  of  his  prefer v'd 

)i  Differtat.  p.  1 1, 
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by  Syncellus  fpcaks  thus.  Phlcgon  tells  us,  that 
in  the  Reign  of  Tiberius  Caefar,  (at  full  Moon) 
there  tv  as  a  total  Eclipfe  of  the  Sun  from  the  fixth 
hour  (to  the  ninth.)  ’Tts  plain  he  fpeaks  of  this0* 
(of  the  darknefs  at  the  Paffion.)  The  Reader, 
I  dare  fay,  does  not  difeern  immediately,  how 
Julius  Africanus  here  is  repugnant  with  Eufe~ 
bius  and  the  others  above.  Africanus  fays,  Phle - 
gon  tells  us  of  a  total  Eclipfe  in  the  Reign  of  Tibe¬ 
rius^  and  Vhlegon  in  Eufebius  fays  the  fame.  Afri¬ 
canus  mentions  no  particular  year  of  Tiberius's 
Reign  or  Olympiad,  therefore  Africanus  fays  no¬ 
thing  again!!  the  4th  year  of  Olymp.  202.  in  Eu¬ 
febius.  But  ftill  Africamts  is  againft  Eufebius ,  for  as 
the  Doctor  argues  p,  tho’  Africanus  has  not  named 
the  year ,  yet  by  his  application  of  Phlegon's  Z> 
clipfe  to  the  death  of  Chrifl ,  ’tis  plain  he  fuppo - 
fed  it  to  be  in  the  fame  year .  And  if  9  Phle- 
goifs  Eclipfe  was  the  fame  time  of  the  ycar7  that 
Africanus  conceiv’d  the  death  of  Chrifl  to  he  in , 
tis  evident ,  he  mufl  fuppo fe  it  to  have  been  in 
the  fifteenth  year  of  Tiberius,  i.  e.  it  muft  have 
been  not  in  the  yth  year  of  the  20 2d  Olympiad , 
but  in  the  4 th  year  of  the  toifl.  So  that  it 
feems  Africanus  does  certainly  confradift  Eufe¬ 
bius,  tho*  not  in  exprefs  xvords,  yet  by  a  tie- 
eeflary  confequence.  In  the  fame  manner  had 
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African,  ap  .Syncell.  p.  322, 
p  Diflert.  p.  14 
Ibid,  p.  17. 
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the  Learned  Bafnage r  argued  upon  this  Sub¬ 
ject.  But  really  to  me  both  Dr.  Sykes  and 
Bafnage  lean  to  have  drawn  concluiions,  which 
are  very  illogical  and  precarious.  For  if  any 
other  good  reafons  can  be  affigned  of  this  ap¬ 
plication  of  Vhlegon  by  Africanus ,  befides  that 
which  the  Doftor  has  given,  then  his  cannot 
be  proved  to  be  the  only  true  and  neceffary 
one,  and  it  will  not,  I  think,  appear  indifpu- 
table  from  thence,  that  Africanus  s  reading  of 
Vhlegon  was  different  from  that  of  Eujebius * 
Now  I  lay,  and  may  reafonably  fuppole,  that 
Africams  might  apply  Vhlegon  in  this  manner, 
either  by  miftake,  for  want  of  comparing  cri¬ 
tically  the.  Olympiads  with  the  years  of  Tibe¬ 
rius:  Or  becaufe  he  might  imagine  that  Fhle- 
gon  himfelf  was  miftaken  in  the  year,  as  li¬ 
ving  fo  long  after  the  time.  It  was  therefore 
judicioufly  urged  againft  Dr.  S.  by  the  Author 
of  the  Letter1',  that  the  whole  weight  of  this  Ar¬ 
gument  or  rather  Conjecture  refs  upon  the  fuppofed 
accuracy  of  thofe  Fathers ;  whereas  they  might 
eafily  have  fallen  into  miftake,  if  in  this  cafe  they 
made  no  nice  Chronological  comparifon  betwixt  the 
years  of  the  Olympiads  and  thofe  of  Tiberius's 
Reign .  Which,  fays  he  addrefling  himfelf  par¬ 
ticularly  to  Dr.  Sykes y  cannot  furely  feem  f  range 
to  yoUy  who  are  fo  ready ,  whenever  it  ferves  your 
turn ,  to  give  up  the  accuracy  as  well  as  honefy  of 

r  Bafnag.  Annal.  Politic.  Ecclefiaft,  Tom,  I.  p,  245,  248. 

f  Letter  to  Dr,  Sykes,  p.  21  y  22 1 

thefe 
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thefe  pious  Authors .  It  is  indeed  a  rnoft  falla¬ 
cious  and  dangerous  rule  in  Criticifm,  to  cor¬ 
rect  the  Text  of  Writers  by  a  Reader’s  appli¬ 
cation  of  it  5  and  that  againft  the  Authority 
of  Manufcripts,  and  the  plained  quotations. 
For  then  every  Blunder  and  Hallucination  of 
a  Reader,  whatever  be  the  caufe  of  it,  whe¬ 
ther  Inadvertency,  Forgetfulnefs,  or  Mifapprc- 
henfion,  will  furnifh  out  a  new  Text,  and  the 
genuine  will  be  utterly  loft  in  a  monftrous  va¬ 
riety  of  glofles  and  corruptions.  But  to  fhcw 
the  weaknefs  and  extravagancy  of  fuch  fort  of 
reafoning,  let  us  only  try  it  on  fornc  other 
Books,  and  fee  how  it  will  hold  in  them. 
JofephuSi  fays  Eufebius  in  his  Chronicon  E,  relates, 
that  about  the  time  of  Chrift’s  VaJJion  the  Jew- 
ifh  Priefts  upon  the  day  of  Pentecoft  heard 
voices  crying  out  from  the  innermoft  part  of 
the  Temple,  Let  us  depart  hence.  Therefore  to 
argue  in  Dr.  Sykes  s  way,  all  the  prefent  Edi¬ 
tions  of  Jofephus u  are  very  faulty  and  ought 
to  be  corrected  5  for  they  place  this  Story  in 
the  laft  deftruction  of  Jemfalem>  thirty  years 
at  leaft  after  the  Paffion.  Again.  Many  an- 
tient  Writers  fix  the  Paffion  of  Chrift  upon 
Scripture  Authority  in  the  15th  of  Tiberius , 
Therefore  they  could  not  have  read  in  St.  John 
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x.ivv><TE&$  ocvn>iUyjCptvz£%  TTparcv,  iTTHru  (p&vviCj  etS-pjc&s 

h^iv  ungZcmj  olttv  &  f(mTU7vv  ispqv  ccutoIs  pum&riv  etvisoyi;,  Mtyz  *» 
Qawufjbzv  * vTsvJev.  Eufeb.  Chron.  Grac.  p.  i83.  Ed.  Seal. 

|i  Jofephus  Bell.  Jud.  Lib.  6.  cap.  V?  Ed.  Haverc, 
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fuch  a  number  of  Paffovers  after  the  Baptifm, 
as  we  do  at  prefetit  5  and  confequently  thefe 
3  or  4  Paffovers  muft  be  judged  to  be  mere  cor¬ 
ruptions  and  late  interpolations  of  that  Gofpeh 
Such  conclufions  as  thefe,  I  hope.  Dr.  Sykes 
himfelf  would  not  be  willing  to  allow ;  and 
yet  thefe  and  many  others  of  the  fame  kind 
would  be  juft  and  irrefragable,  if  Dr.  Sykes s 
Argument  from  Africmus  muft  be  admitted  as 
very  found  and  indifputable.  Indeed  if  this  fort 
of  Critique  were  to  prevail  univerfally  in  the 
Learned  World,  wretched  and  lamentable 
would  be  the  fate  of  antient  Greek  and  Latin 
Books.  And  fuch  it  had  been  at  the  firft  Re« 
Aeration  of  Letters,  if  rules  of  this  kind  had 
been  followed  then.  But  the  Stephens  svv,  the 
Scaligers*,  and  Cafaubonsv  were  wife  enough 
to  rcfolve  mifapplications  of  Authors  into 
overfight  and  inaccuracy,  to  which  all  Men 
they  knew  were  very  fubjed,  and  the  great* 
eft  among  the  Antients  in  particular.  Nay 
even  the  Moderns  themfelves,  and  they  of  the 
firft  rank  have  been  guilty  of  great  miftakes  in 
plainer  cafes  than  this  of  Africanus .  Jofeph 

\v  Hcnric.  Steph.  Praef.  Obferv.  in  iEfchyl, 

X  Jof.  Seal.  Prolegom.  in  Eufeb.  &  Animadverf.  in  Eufeb.  p. 
^71,  172.' 

y  If-  Cafaub.  Animadverf.  in  Athen.  Lib.  IV.  c.  XIX,  & 
alibi  paffim, 

Familiam  veteribus  jAnipyvingi  ns,  qualia  non  modo 

Galenum ,  Maximum  Tyrium,  atque  alios,  fed  difertiffimum  etiam 
B.omuli"  Nepotum  aamiliffe  advertit  Henricvs  Stephanus,  ac 
Qritici  paffim.  G6b,v.  Falconer,  de  Nummo  Apamenfx. 
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Scaliger  in  his  Animadverfions z  on  Eufebius 
reports  from  Julius  Capitolinas ,  That  Flavia  77- 
tiana  the  Wife  of  Perl  wax  bore  the  title  of 
Augufla ,  in  dired  contradiction  (as  he  thought) 
to  Dion  CajJiuSj  who  affirms,  that  he  would 
neither  allow  the  title  of  Augujla  to  his  Wife, 
nor  of  Cdjar  to  his  Son.  Upon  which  he 
cries  out,  Cut  melius  credetur ,  quam  Dioni  ipfi 
qui  inter  full  ?  But  Vis  Scaliger  himfelf  that  fets 
Dion  and  Julius  Capitolinas  at  variance,  for 
want  of  confidering  carefully  what  Capitolinas 
had  related.  That  Author,  tho’  he  does  in¬ 
deed  fay,  that  thefe  Titles  were  offer’d  by  the 
Roman  Senate,  yet  in  the  very  Life  of  Peru- 
nax ,  to  which  Scaliger  refers,  tells  us  in  clear 
and  exprefs  words,  that  Pertinax  nec  uxoris  Au- 
gujhe  appellationem  recepit ,  &  de  Filio  dixit ,  cum 
meruerit a.  And  fo  the  great  ifaac  Cafaubonh 
very  rightly  underftood  him.  Is  not  this  now 
as  ftrange  a  miftake,  as  that  which  Africanus  is 
fuppofed  to  have  committed  ?  Once  more. 
The  fame  Scaliger c  in  his  Greek  OA vja7ndSSov 
cLv<zypoL(p?)  quotes  the  words  of  a  Scholiaft  on 
Pindary  to  {hew  that  the  cuhom  of  running  at 
the  Olympick  Games  with  a  Chariot  drawn 

z  Jof.  Scalig.  in  Eufeb.  p.  208. 

a  Jul.  Capitolin.  Vit.  Pertinac.  Tom.  I.  Hiftor.  Auguft,  p„ 
342.  Ed.  Var. 

b  Decreto  Senatus  Augufta  eft  appellata  ;  fed  earn  honorem  ab 
ea  recipi  noluit  Pertinax ,  ut  mox  fubjicitur.  Sc  pluribus 
Cafaub.  Annot.  in  Vit.  Pertinac.  c.  5. 

£  Scalig.  ad  Olynxp.  LXXl'X, 
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by  Mules  was  left  off  about  Olymp.  79. 
Whereas  that  Scholiaft  fays d  expreffly  in  words 
at  length,  that  it  was  left  off  about  Olymp. 
89.  Here  now  is  a  difference  of  juft  ten 
years  between  Scdiger  and  his  Author  the  Scho¬ 
liaft.  And  what  rauft  be  done  in  this  cafe  > 
Muft  we  change  the  common  reading  of  the 
Scholiaft  oySbyjycofiv  into  eCSbfAyxofjv  to  compli¬ 
ment  Scdiger  ?  Dr.  Bentley  *  was  quite  of  ano¬ 
ther  opinion,  and  pronounces  the  great  Scdi * 
ger  carelefs  in  his  application  of  the  Scholiaft, 
nay  gives  us  other  inftancesf  of  fuch  mifquo- 
tations  in  him,  and  tells  us,  that  fuch  overfights 
are  not  infrequent  in  that  Colleclion  of  his.  In 
truth,  fuch  overfghtsy  as  Vdefus  s  well  obfervedt 
are  discoverable  in  Men  of  the  greateft  Learn¬ 
ing;  and  there  is  too  much  reafon  for  faying 
with  Ijaac  VoJJius h.  Vide  quant  i  err  ores  a  magnis 
fepe  committuntur  Virisl 

Thus  then  may  we  account  for  Africanuss  ap¬ 
plication  of  Fhlegon  from  mere  inadvertency  and 
inaccuracy  $  and  this  might  happen  the  more 

til  E&icr/ ajsvov  IrzroK;  oiyavt^so S£,  AaruvSpu&<;  (Bentleio  OspffzwSpos 
sarcr^z/ire  xA  t ijU/tovoig  Jcymtfy£%.  Xpo»(&  Si  nq  cu  p^Kpoq^  tcXXcc,  JV- 

XOttTK  (Bentl.  Sbhx.K.STV)y  Tl'UTV  SlzXVTB.  AssAc/S-jj  yocp  As).  t)v  or- 
A0HK.OSTHN  h*ctsifaj  Schol.  in  Pindar.  Olymp.  V. 

e  Dr.  Bentley  s  DifTertat.  upon  Pha!aris.  p.  197. 
f  See  ibid.  p.  215,  283. 

g  Hujufmodi  errata  obrepere  plerumque  folent  etiam  Doftif- 
limis  Hominibus,  non  tam  memorise  vitio,  quam  per  impru- 
dentiam,  dum  mini  me  advertunt  quae  dicuntur.  Henric.  Valef 
in  Ammian.  Marcell.  Lib.  23.  c.  1. 
h  If.  VolT.  Obfervat,  in  Catull.  p.  82, 
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eafily,  as  the  cafe  it  felf  gave  room  for  a  flip 
in  Africanus .  The  coincidence  of  the  Olym¬ 
piads  with  the  years  of  Tiberius  could  not  be 
adjufted  exa&ly,  without  much  care  and  nice 
calculations.  Several  circumftances  were  to  be 
confider’d  and  compar'd  together,  before  the 
one  could  be  made  a  plain  Index  to  the  other. 
And  a  cafual  omiilion  of  any  one  of  thefe 
might  make  a  difference  in  the  account  of  % 
or  4  years.  So  that  the  fuppofition  of  an  er¬ 
ror  here  is  not  at  all  unreafonable. 

But  perhaps  after  all,  Africanus  himtelf  might 
not  be  guilty  of  any  negligence  and  overlight  9 
he  might  difcern  well  enough  the  difagree- 
ment  in  time  between  Phlegon s  Eclipfe,  and 
the  darknefs  at  the  Paflion,  but  might  attri¬ 
bute  it  to  fome  miftake  in  Phlegon  or  his  Au¬ 
thor.  He  might  judge  from  the  circumftances 
of  that  Eclipfe, s  that  it  really  was  the  lame 
with  the  other  darknefs,  but  might  imagine 
that  Phlegon  or  his  Author  had  placed  it  in  the 
wrong  year.  And  to  fhew  that  this  fecond 
folution  of  the  matter  is  no  more  improbable 
than  the  former,  I  will  give  a  clear  Inftance 
of  it  from  another  Writer  in  this  very  cafe  a* 
bout  Phlegm .  The  Author  of  the  Hiftoria  Mtf 
cella  places  the  Paflion  in  the  17th  (in  one  MS. 
of  Caniftus  18th)  year  of  Tiberius ,  and  yet  he  ap¬ 
plies  Phlegon  s  Eclipfe  of  Olymp.  202.  4.  and 
thofe  of  other  Greek  Writers  to  the  darknefs 
at  the  Paflion?  declaring  moreover,  that  he 

makes 
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makes  this  application  of  them,  notwith (landing 
they  relate  fuch  events  as  happening  in  the  i<yth 
year  of  Tiberius,  Jfuanquam  nonodecimo  anno  Ti- 
berii  hac  facia  referuntur K  Now  why  might 
not  Jfricanus  take  the  fame  liberty  in  his  ap¬ 
plication  of  Phlegon ,  as  this  Latin  Hiftorian  does  \ 
The  latter,  Tis  plain,  negleded  the  Chronolo¬ 
gical  Characters  of  Phlegon  and  the  other  Greeks , 
and  why  is  it  impoflible,  that  Jfricanus  fhould 
do  fo  too  : 

These  fuppofitions  will  ftill  appear  more 
eafy  and  probable,  if  it  be  confideCd  farther, 
that  the  difference  between  Jfricanus  and  Phle¬ 
gon  with  refped  to  the  Olympiads  is  not  real¬ 
ly  fo  great  as  Dr.  &  would  perfwade  us.  For 
Jfricanus  placed  the  Paflion  of  Chrift  in  the 
fecond  year  of  Ol.  202,  not  in  the  fourth  year 
of  Ol.  201  5  as  Dr.  S.  had  reprefented  him. 
This  is  evident  from  Jfricanus s  own  words  in 
Eufebius k,  Jerom  \  and  Syncellus  m,  who  all  a- 
gree  in  exp  re  fling  the  fame  year.  So  that  the 
difference  between  the  two  Writers  in  the  O- 
lympiads  is  only  2  not  4  years.  If  it  be  rc~ 

i  Hiftor.  Milcell.  Lib.  YU.  p.  225,  ed.  1603. 

k  E/r<  rov  %poyoy,  $5  yjv  OAvf/j7nc£<h><;  AEYTEPAZ 

*r©-  AEYTEPON,  Tt&e*9  $  Kawaf®-  ty*(A9***  EK.KAIAE- 

KATON.  k.  t.  A.  African,  ap.  Eufeb.  Dem.  Evang.  Lib,  VIIL 
p.  390. 

1  Ufque  ad  ducentelimam  fecundam  Olympiadem,  &  fecundum 
ejufdem  Olympiadis  annum,  Tiber  ii  C  n far  is  annum  quin  turn  de¬ 
cuman  & c.  Id.  ap.  Hieron.  Comm,  in  Dan.  cap.  IX, 

m  African,  ap.  Syncell.  p.  323. 


plied, 
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plied,  as  Dr.  S.  has  fuggeftedn,  that  Africanus. 
placed  the  Paflion  in  the  15th  of  Tiberius ,  and 
eonfequently  in  the  ift  of  Ol.  202.  I  anfwer, 
that  this  is  neither  certain,  nor  very  material. 

It  is  not  certain,  becaufe  tho*  Jerom  in  a  Paf- 
Page  of  Africmus  has  annum  Tiberii  Gtfaris  qmn*  * 
turn  decimum ,  yet  Eufebius0  before  him  and  Syn* 
cellusv  after  him  haveiboth  trot  iiTi&ifi't&Tov  at 
length.  And  if  it  be  certain  according  to  Dr. 
Sykes  <3,  that  Africanus  was  of  opinion,  that 
Chrift  Preached  one  year  after  his  Baptifm, 
it  mud  be  certain ,  that  Eufebius s  reading  of 
Africanus  is  the  true  one.  For  as  Chrift  was 
Baptized  in  the  Spring  not  long  before  the 
Jewifh  Pa  (lover  in  the  15  th  of  Tiberius,  one 
year  more  of  his  publick  Minirtry  will  bring 
his  Pallion  into  the  next  Spring,  and  the  16th 
of  Tiberius. 

But  neither  is  this  objection  very  material. 
For  Africanus  might  place  the  15th  of  Tiberius 
in  OL  202.  2.  thcf  other  Chronologers  may 
fix  it  to  Ol.  202.  1.  or  201.  4,  It  is  manifefh, 
that  antient  Authors  differ  very  much,  in  ad- 
jufting  the  Olympiads,  to  the  Reigns  of  the 
Ptolemees ,  Seleucid# ,  Roman  Emperors,  dec, 
and  therefore  Africanus  in  ad) lifting  the  Olym» 
pads  to  the  years  of  Tiberius  migb.5  have  a  pe~ 

n  Di/Tertat.  p.  17. 
o  Ubi  fupra. 
p  Ubi  fupra. 

q  Diflert,  p.  ij,  l 

£  cuiiar 
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culiar  way  of  reckoning  too  *.  Beftdes  with 
regard  to  Phlegon ,  the  only  Chronological  Cha¬ 
racter  of  his  Eclipfe  was  the  4th  year  of  Oh 
202.  He  had  not  mentioned  the  particular 
year  of  Tiberius ,  in  which  it  happened  $  and 
therefore  Jfricanus  in  his  application  of  Phle¬ 
gon  might  only  regard  the  Olympiad  to  which 
he  fixed  it. 

From  what  has  been  laid  then,  I  hope,  it 
is  Efficiently  clear,  that  Dr.  Sykes  s  argument 
drawn  from  Jfricanus  againft  the  prefent  read¬ 
ing  of  Phlegon,  is  very  far  from  being  conclu- 
five.  We  have  feeni  that  Jfricanus  did  not 
place  the  Crucifixion  of  our  Saviour  in  Oh 
201.  4.  but  in  Ol.  202.  2.  And  if  he  had 
clone  fo,  he  might  notwithftanding  that  have 
read  in  Phlegon  Oi.  202.  4.  and  apply  his  Eclipfe 
to  the  darknefs  at  the  Paffion, 

Nothing  now  remains  to  be  explained  ia 
Jfricanus ,  but  his  loofe  and  irregular  Repre- 
fentation  of  Phlepons  words.  He  feems  at  firft 

o 

fight  to  intimate  in  the  Pafiage  cited  above* 
that  Phlegon  had  mentioned  the  full  Moon  (fv 
IlctvcrEAviva)  as  the  particular  time  of  his  Eclipfe, 
and  had  lengthened  out  the  duration  of  it  from 


*  I  am  not  ignorant,  that  two  very  Learned  Men ,  Pagi  (Critic, 
in  Baron.  Tom.  i.  p.  27.)  and  Bauldri,  (Annotat.  in  Ladtant.  de 
Mort.  Perfec.  p.  22.)  have  ajferted,  that  Africanus  in  his  fupputa- 
tion  of  the  Olympiads  outruns  the  common  <■ way  of  reckoning  them 
2  years ,  and  that  confantly.  But  I  freely  acknowledge ,  that  1  a?n 
not  convinced  of  the  truth  of  this  Hypothecs,  and  I  think ,  were 
this  a  proper  place?  I  eoidd  dijprove  it  from  Africanus  himfelf 

the 
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the  Jixth  hour  to  the  ninth.  Now  it  is  plain 
from  Eufebius  and  others,  who  give  us  the  very 
words  of  Fhlegon  himfclf,  that  Fhlegon  faid  no¬ 
thing  of  the  full  AFoon,  or  the  ninth  hour.  The 
Queftion  therefore  is,  how  any  fuch  words 
fhould  appear  in  Africmus .  Mr.  Uhijlon r  fuf- 
peCts,  that  they  are  later  interpolations,  crept 
out  of  the  Margin  into  the  Text,  and  not  the 
words  of  Africmus  himfclf.  The  conjecture, 
I  muft  own,  is  not  without  grounds,  and  may 
be  reafonably  admitted  notwithflanding  the 
violent  remonftrances  of  Dr.  Sykes  againft  it. 
For  it  feems  to  me  a  little  ftrange,  that  Eufe¬ 
bius,  who  was  fo  well  acquainted  with  the 
works  of  Africmus,  fhould  take  not  the  leaff 
notice  of  fo  remarkable  an  expreflion  as  ci 
if  it  had  been  extant  at  that  time 

* 

in  Africmus ,  and  repjrefented  by  him  as  the 
words  of  Fhlegon.  Neither  are  the  MSS.  of 
Syncellus ,  upon  which  Dr.  S.  fo  vehemently  in- 
lifts r,  of  fuch  overruling  Authority,  as  to  fi- 
ience  and  overthrow  all  conjectures  of  this 
kind.  For  corruptions  might  have  crept  into 
the  Copies  of  Africmus ,  before  Syncellus  him- 
fe If  wrote  his  Chronicon,  the  diftancc  between 
thefc  two  writers  being  no  lefs  than  fix  hun¬ 
dred  years.  However  I  niuft  confefs,  that  all 
this  is  little  more  than  a  private  conjecture. 


f  Teftimony  of  Fhlegon  Vindicated,  p.  29. 

f  Def-  p-  20,  2?. 

B  2 
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which  1  would  not  infill  upon  as  evident 
proof. 

But  if  this  folution  of  the  difficulty  does 
not  pleafe  Dr.  Sykes,  the  Author  of  the  Letter 
will  furnifh  us  with  'another.  He  thinks,  that 
Africanus,  who  does  not  pretend  to  give  an  ex¬ 
act  Copy  of  Phlegon’s  words ,  but  [peaks  from  me¬ 
mory  only ,  finding  the  darknejs  at  the  Pajjion  to 
have  happened  at  full  Moon,  and  being  thoroughly 
perf  waded,  that  Phlegon’s  Eclipfe  was  the  fame 
the  Evan geh [Is  deferibe ,  fuppofes  that  Phlegon  faid 
the  Eclipfe  happened  at  full  Moon,  and  lafiedfrom 
the  fixth  to  the  ninth  hour a.  This  is  both  can¬ 
did  and  ingenious  5  and  fhews  lefs  prejudice 
and  partiality,  than  invidious  infinuations,  that 
Africanus  with  the  other  Men  of  the  fecond 
and  third  Centuries  had  a  f curvy  trick  of  Lying 
for  Gods  fake w.  For  why  mud  every  little 
mifquotation  of  the  Antients  be  refoived  Im¬ 
mediately  into  Fraud  and  Diffionefiy,  when  o- 
ther  more  favourable  Accounts  may  be  given 
of  them  ?  Dr.  Sykes  has  no  proof  for  his  fug- 
geffion  againft  Africanus  5  where  then  is  the  cha¬ 
rity  of  blading  his  Credit  without  any  r  The 
very  turn  and  form  of  Africanus  s  expreffion 
gives  us  room  to  imagine,  that  he  quoted  Phle¬ 
gon  by  memory  only,  and  perhaps  many  years 
after  he  had  read  the  PaflTage  of  Phlegon ,  And 
fuch  mifquotations  of  Authors  are  frequently 

ix  Letter  to  Dr.  Sykes.  p.  8,  25. 

w  Dr.  Sykes" s  De'f.  p.  zi» 

to 

* 
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to  be  feen  in  the  beft  antient  Writers,  and 
arc  attributed  by  Men  of  candour  and  judgment 
to  inaccuracy  and  forgetfuinefs x. 

But  to  make  as  compieat  an  Apology  for 
Africanus  as  1  can,  I  would  older  one  conside¬ 
ration  more  in  his  favour,  which  is  this  ^  The 
words  dn  IJxvai Aw®  and  otvzTiis  might  be 

inferred  by  Africanus  not  as  the  words  of  Phle- 
gon  himfclf,  but  as  his  own  interpretation  of 
them.  I  will  explain,  what  I  mean,  by  put¬ 
ting  the  whole  Paftage  in  Englifh ,  juft  as  I  lup- 
pofe  Africanus  might  intend  it  in  the  Greek. 
Phlegon  tells  us ,  that  in  the  Reign  of  Tiberius 
Cxfar  (at  full  Moon)  there  was  a  total  Eclipfe 
of  the  Sim  from  the  fixth  hour  (to  the  ninth.) 
Here  now  by  the  difference  of  Character,  and 
the  Brackets  inclofing  them,  the  words  at  full 
Moon  and  to  the  ninth  arc  eafiiy  difeerned  to  be 
Africanus s  own,  added  to  interpret  Phlegon ,  as 
he  underftood  him  to  mean.  And  fuch  inter¬ 
pretative  additions  are  to  be  feen  every  day  in 
our  Englifh  Books,  and  cannot  well  be  mifta- 
ken.  But  anciently  among  the  Greeks ,  though 
fuch  infections  as  thefe  were  very  frequent  in 
their  Writings,  yet  they  were  not  focautioufly 
diftinguifhed  in  the  Manufcripts  5  which  has 
occafioned  abundance  of  miftakes  among  Learn¬ 
ed  Interpreters.  This  obfervation  it  may  not 
be  improper  to  illuftrate  by  a  few  inftances 

.  #  i 

x  Vid.  IT.  Cafaub.  in  Athen,  Lib.  I.  cap.  xm.  Lib.  XL 

.gap.  xx, 

from 
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from  Antiquity.  Eufebius  in  his  Demonjlratio 
Ev  angelica  y  quotes  the  following  Faifage  from 
Jofephus.  Tty  <ffe  BaaiAuxv  Hg®<hfs  Ttctgd  P couglIw 
efXto&H&M*  Grfc  eTi  tbs  6k,  tb  waits  yew$9 
btdi  Si  iiazx.7  oi  KsLA&juftjuoi  M xzkxSclToi,  xj'd’i&mv 
ciAAa  Tivas  k(TYi[A&$  ^eAov 
cvtvlz  tfAw  evos  A&qoZsA y.  x.  r.  A.  Thefe  words 
appear  in  fytfebius,  as  if  they  all  belonged  to 
the  jewifh  Hiftorian,  being  introduced  with 
lct)(JW7(o$  cede  7?®$  tpogaV,  and  continued  in  the 
fame  charafter  and  form  without  the  lead;  di- 
ftin&ion.  Notwithftanding  which,  there  is 
one  lentence  Srot  Si  yvocv  oi  xxA u/ySpn  IVLcocx#- 
gcuoi,  inferted  by  Eufebius  him  felt,  as  his  own 
interpretation  of  the  rs  Aovc/a®vxis  in  Jo - 

fephus.  And  accordingly  we  find,  that  this  len¬ 
tence  is  wanting  in  all  the  prefent  Copies  of 
that  Writer2.  Again.  Suidas  fpeaking  of  that 
old  Greek  Proverb,  KaivaL  rl  f  (pi Aw,  fays  that 
Menander  ufes  it  in  his  Play  called  A^A^o!  5  and 
then  adds,  &  Smx  rx  AEPQN  /uovov, 

aAA d  59  Tty  ts  vS  tvs  (ppor/)<Jieo$  xaivwiav.  Now 
here  one  might  be  apt  to  imagine  from  Sui - 
das  s  Aey^>  that  thefe  iaft  words  were  taken 
from  the  Poet  Menander ,  and  the  excellent  Grp- 
prn a  under  this  perfwafion  digefted  them  into 
lambics  : 

y  Lib.  VIII.  p.  397. 

z  Vid.  Jofeph.  Antiq.  Lib.  XX.  cap.  X.  Ed,  Havcrc. 

a  Grot.  Excerpt,  p.  708. 
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T cl  r  QiAccv  x oiv  >  8  fiovov  t cl 
Kal  V8  <ffeV  £  (ppOVyiCPcCCS  XOIVCCVIOL. 

In  which  miftake  he  was  followed  afterwards 
by  Mr.  Le  Clerc  b.  But  the  acute  Philelemherm 
Lipfienfis*  proved  clearly  enough,  that  rfo  rS 
vS  tyi$  qpovmccc  x cimhoui  were  not  Menander’s 
but  Suidass  words,  added  by  him  to  explain 
the  Poet,  as  he  underftood  him.  For  all  that 
Menander  had  laid,  was  tcoivcl  I1ANTA  r  (plAccf , 
to  which  Martial d  alludes  in  that  verfe, 

Candide ,  xcivl  (piAcev,  h&c  Cunt  tua ,  Candide ; 

FIANTA. 

And  Terence*  in  thefe  lines, 

- —  Vetm  everbum  hoc  quidem  ejly 

Communia  ejj'e  amicorum  inter  fe  omnia. 

But  the  Tcdvizc  of  Menander  being  a  comprc- 
henftve  term,  Suidas  interpreted  it  as  extending 
to  the  V8S  and  < ppovvimc  as  well  as  tu  xi w/uctm. 
A  3d  inftance  of  this  kindf  is  in  Clemens  of 
Alexandria,  who  cites  a  Poet  after  this  manner. 
H  ire lp!  red  xcojxixd  'QrtAoyiqixvi  yvrh  A eytt,  Tl  $’ 
dv  yvvctixe$  (pglvi/xov  ipyaovLi/xedoL,  n  Aol/attpov,  clI 
S 'Yipxsff  e^cLv3ri<r/Jtkoijjj  r  eAtvSegw  yvvcuxSv  Avjucuvq- 
pd/jou\  t  XT* &x1?i§ol‘  orxm  x)  ydfXQv 

Tpoirdcy  ircLiS'&v  Six£oA&$  id^7rui&jC$pcq.  The 
wife  Woman  in  the  comic  Poet  fajs}  ts  T  ay 


b  Menand.  &  Philem.  reliq.  p.  2 . 
c  Emendat,  in  Menand.  &  Philem.  reliq.  p.  2, 
d  Lib.  II.  Epig.  XLIII. 
e  Terent.  Adelph.  V,  3. 

f  Clem,  Ale.*,  Pse dag.  Lib,  XIL  p.  254,  EL  Potter, 
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Upon  reading  this  Paflagc  who  would  not 
think,  that  the  whole  was  borrowed  from  the 
Poet?  Grotius §  certainly  thought  io,  and  ac¬ 
cordingly  took  the  pains  of  calling  it,  as  he 
did  Suidas  before,  into  thefe  Iambic  verfes; 

Tt  y  6iv  ywcuxjes  (ppovi/Liov  tpyzavclite9x$ 

H  Aa/Lt7rpovy  a i  xscdv/Ui 6'  e^cwfhcrjueycq, 
AvficLivo^dpcxjf  ^ctgootlw gx  r  gAeti^eg <SV, 

Onaw  QLvcLTpo,7?cL$  xj  yifju ev  er  mI port 
Ka)  tt  a  dim  &\x£qAcl$  ^zd^iTiviyiA'^i  5 
But  certain  it  is,  that  the  3d  of  thefe  verfes  is 
no  true  Iambic,  nor  belongs  to  any  Poet,  but 
to  Clemens  himfelf,  being  his  fatirical  expofitiou 
of  the  word  g£av9jcr^gvow,  ftgnifying  painted.  The 
two  firft  verfes  are  hill  extant  in  Arijlophmes h, 
and  the  two  lad,  I  believe,  were  taken  from 
Antiphmes .  Our  moil  Learned  Gataker i  indeed 
declar'd  ail  but  the  two  firft  to  be  mere  profe, 
and  the  comp  option  of  the  Father  himfelf  But 
I  own,  there  appears  to  me  fomething  truly 
poetical  in  the  turn  and  expreffion  of  the  two 
laft  verfes,  which  perfwades  me  that  they  arc 
the  words  of  feme  comic  Poet  5  and  none  in 
my  opinion  is  more  likely  to  be  the  Author 
of  them,  than  Antiphanes ,  who  is  immediately 
after  produced  by  Clemens ,  as  ridiculing  thefe 
very  fopperies  and  extravagancies  of  Women, 

g  Grot.  Excerpt,  p.  909. 

li  Ariistoph,  Lyfirtrat.  v.  42. 

i  Ga  taker,  Adverfar.  Pofthunv  cap.  IX, 

TSVd 
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I5td  cturo  yip  tui  59  A vTitpivys  o  xccfiifos  c i  MctA- 

,70001  to  erau&TLGV  r  yuyaJK&i'  cL7n<ncG£7rlu, 

It  would  not  be  very  difficult,  to  multiply 
inftanees  of  this  kind  from  Plutarch,  Athenaus, 
Pollux ,  Saidas 5  and  feveral  others  3  but  this 
would  carry  me  out  into  long  and  tedious  di- 
greffions.  Let  it  fuffice  therefore  to  obfervt 
in  general,  that  the  words  of  a  quotation  are 
frequently  fo  blended  and  intermixed*  with 
thofe  of  the  Writer  who  quotes  them,  that 
they  arc  often  confounded  one  with  another 
by  very  conliderable  Men.  And  this  I  have 
obferved  particularly  to  happen,  where  an  Au¬ 
thor  is  introduced,  as  Phlegon  is  by  Africanus , 
with  an  IqvgS.  From  hence  then  it  may  feem 
probable  enough,  that  cd  FUycrATO  might  be 
inferted  by  Africanus ,  as  his  own  interpretation 
or  Phlegon  s  ynyiqr  t5  lymcrfiivcov  which, 

you  fee,  he  entirely  omitted  in  his  citation  of 
him,  as  being  perhaps  in  his  judgment  tanta¬ 
mount  to  faying,  that  his  Eclipfe  was  not  com¬ 
mon  and  natural ,  but  one  that  happened  at  full 
Moon.  The  Reader  is  now  left  at  liberty  to 
chufe  whichever  of  thefe  three  accounts  he 
likes  beft^  and  l  hope,  by  this  time,  the  ob¬ 
jection  from  Africanus  is  effectually  taken  off* 
and  may  be  fairly  difmiflcd. 


*  Aliorum  diefta  feriptores  turn  facri  turn  profani  ita  fuis  fa?pe- 
numero  intertexta  exhibent,  ut  quid  aliunde  mutuatum,  quid  tie 
fuo  adjectum,  haud  proclive  fit  in  tern  6  fie  ;  quod  fummos  etiam 

Viros  Id pe numerd  fefellit.  Gatakcr  Adverfar,  Poftkmn.  cap-  IX. 

F  V. 
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V. 

The  next  Writer,  that  Dr.  Sykesk  raifes  up 
In  oppofition  to  Eujebius  dec .  is  Origen ,  whom 
he  feems  to  prize  and  carets  exceedingly*  lpend- 
ing  no  lefs  than  fifteen  Pages  together,  to  fet 
him  out  in  his  full  Strength  and  brighteft  Co¬ 
lours.  Origen ,  I  confe fs,  is  a  Writer  of  great 
Authority,  and  for  whom  I  have  as  high  an 
efteem,  as,  I  believe.  Dr.  Sykes  himfelf.  But 
never  fure  was  Origen  fo  harmlcfs  an  Adversa¬ 
ry,  as  I  fhall  prove  him  to  be  in  the  prefent 
difpute.  The  Reader  is  defined  to  remember, 
that  the  Point,  which  I  have  laboured  all  along* 
and  that  which  is  now  the  principal  Point  in 
difpute ,  is  the  true  Reading  of  Fhlegon .  I 
maintain,  that  Fhlegon  placed  hisEclipfe  in  the 
4th  year  of  Ol.  202.  Dr.  *5*.  allows,  if  that  be 
true,  Fhlegon  s  Eclipfe  did  relate  to  our  Saviour’s 
Pafilon;  therefore  what  he  is  tofhew,  is,  that 
Fhlegon  did  not  place  his  Eclipfe  in  that  year 
but  fome  other.  Let  us  now  fee,  what  Ori~ 
gens  teflimony  amounts  to. 

Origen  in  a  certain  Difcourfe1  upon  St» 
Matthew,  of  which  there  is  now  preferved  on¬ 
ly  a  Latin  Tranilation,  and  that  a  very  barba¬ 
rous  and  obfeure  one,  and  compofed  by  no 
body  knows  who  or  when,  has  drop’d  fome  ' 

k  DiiTert.  p.  19.  —34. 

I  Tra&at.  XXXV.  in  Matt,  p,  jqq,  200  a  Ed,  Bafil. 
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particulars,  which  Dr.  Sykes  has  mightily  infix¬ 
ed  on,  but  which  feem  to  me  as  foreign  and 
of  as  little  confequence,  as  any  thing  imagina¬ 
ble.  To  make  this  clear  to  every  Reader,  I 
muft  corred  that  impeded,  erroneous,  and  ob- 
feure  Reprefentation  of  him,  which  Dr.  Sykes 
has  given  us,  and  explain  the  whole  Pall  age 
more  minutely  and  particularly,  than  he  has 
done. 

Origen  firft  introduces  Pome  Enemies  of 
the  Gofpel,  as  faying,  How  can  that  be  true 
according  to  the  Text »  that  there  was  darknefs 
over  all  the  Earth  from  the  lixth  hour  to  the 
ninth,  which ,  fay  they,  no  Hi  [lory  ever  mentions 111  ? 
Which  what  ?  why  fuch  a  fupernatural  darknefs 
as  the  Gofpel  relates .  This  is  what  thofe  ob- 
iedors  meant,  that  no  Hiflory  mentions  fuch  a 
darknefs >  with  any  particular  notice  of  its  be¬ 
ing  preternatural ,  and  contrary  to  the  common 
courle  of  things.  And  therefore  in  the  next 
words,  they  affert,  that  there  was  nothing  but  a 
common  Eclipfe  of  the  Sun  at  the  time  of  ChrijTs 
fajjion  n.  To  which  Origen  anfwers  very  well0* 

m  Quomodo  fecundum  textum  poteft  effe  verum  quod  dici- 
tur,  Fa£i&  funt  tenebra  fuper  omnein  terrain  a  fexta  hora  ufque 
ad  nonam ,  quod  factum  nulla  refert  Hiitoria  ?  Ibid.  p.  199. 

11  Dicunt,  quia  licut  foiet  fieri  in  Solis  defeftione,  lie  fadta  eft 
tunc  Defeftio.  Ibid. 

o  Sed  defectio  Solis,  quae  fecundum  confuetudinem  temporum 
ita  currentium  fieri  foiet,  non  in  alio  tempore  fit,  nifl  in  con- 

yentu  Solis  &  Lunse. - —In  tempore  autem  quo  paffus  ell 

Chriftus,  manifeftum  eft  quoniam  conventus  non  erat  Lunae  ad 
Solem,  quoniam  tern  pus  erat  pafehale,  quod  confuetudinis  eft 
agere,  quai)do  Luna  Solis  plenitudinem  habef,  Ibid- 

|  2  shat 
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that  the  darknefs  at  the  Paflion  could  not  arife 
from  a  natural  Eclipfe,  becaufe  the  Moon  was 
then  full,  and  in  oppofition  to  the  Sun.  Here 
we  may  obferve  two  faults  committed  by  Dr. 
S.  iff.  His  not  hating  diftindly  p  this  firft  ob¬ 
jection  of  the  Pagans,  and  informing  the  Read¬ 
er,  how  far  and  in  what  rcfpects,  they  aflert- 
ed,  that  no  Hifory  mentioned  the  darknefs  at 
the  Paflion.  And  2d.  his  putting  the  Anfwer 
of  Origen  in  the  mouth  of  the  Heathens.  He 
(Origen)  makes  them,  fays  Dr.  S.,  reafon  very 
truly ,  that  this  could  not  arife  from  any  natural 
Eclipfe.  juft  the  reverie.  Origen  would  have 
made  them  talk  nonfenfically,  if  he  had  made 
them  reafon  in  this  manner.  For  as  they  had 
I uft  before  aliened,  that  the  darknefs  at  the 
Paflion  was  only  a  common  Eclipfe,  how 
could  they  with  any  fenfc  and  confiftency  in 
the  next  Sentence,  argue  that  it  was  not  and 
could  not  be  a  common  Eclipfe  ?  To  go  on. 
Origen  after  he  had  given  his  own  Anfwer  to 
thefe  objedorsj  tells  us,  that  fome  Believers 
made  another  fort  of  Defenfe  againft  them. 
They  argued,  that  as  there  were  other  preter¬ 
natural  events  attending  the  Paflion,  Rocks  rent. 
Graves  opened ,  an  Earthquake  dec.  fo  the  dark - 
mefs  might  reafon  ably  be  judged  to  be  prodi¬ 
gious,  and  preternatural 9.  To  all  which  the 


p  Differtat.  p.  19. 

q  Quia  (1.  Quidajp)  nutem  ere  dent  ium  volentes  defeniionem 
al  iquam  introduces  contra  ha:c,  ita  dixerunt. 

Pagans 
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Pagans  reply  in  defenfe  of  their  former  pofi- 
tion,  iC  Suppose,  that  this  defect io  Solis  was  pro.- - 
u  ternatural,  and  that  it  happened  not  long  ago 
Ci  in  the  Reign  of  fbme  Roman  Prince ,  (0  that 
iC  darknefs  were  over  all  the  Earth  to  the  ninth 
hour ,  how  comes  it  to  pafs ,  that  no  one  of  the 
ic  Greeks ,  no  one  of  any  other  Nation  took  any  no- 
ic  tice  of  this  extraordinary  event  as  happening  at 
ic  that  time,  efpeciaily  thofe  who  have  wrote  Chro- 
€C  nicies ,  and  remarked  every  thing  that  appear - 
€l  ed  new  and  fl range  ?  How  is  it,  that  only  jour 
“  own  Writers  have  taken  notice  of  it  ?  Phlegon 
indeed  in  his  Chronicles  has  wrote  of  a  darknefs 
(C  in  the  Reign  of  Tiberius  Cxfar,  but  he  has 
cc  not  fignified  that  it  happened  at  full  Moon  r. 
Now,  before  I  con  Oder,  what  Origen  replies  a- 
gain  to  thefe  Queries  of  the  Pagans,  I  would 
ohferve,  that  what  is  faid  here  by  the  Pagans 
of  the  Greek  or  any  other  Hiflorians ?  does  not 


Cum  conftet  caetera  prodigia,  quae  tunc  fabta  funt,  non  lecun- 
dum  confuetudinem  fabta  fuifle,  fed  nova  &  admiranda  :  nam  & 
velum  Templi  feiffum  eft  in  duas  partes,  &  terra  contremuit,  & 
petrae  difruptae  funt,  &  monumenta  aperta  funt,  —  manifeitum 
eit  quoniam  &  ilia  defeftio  Solis  corrfequenter  fecundum  castera 
prodigia  nova  contra  confuetudinem  Radio.  ef.  Ibid. 

r  Pone,  quia  extra  confuetudinem  fabta  eft  ilia  defebtio  Solis 
in  tempore  non  antiquo,  fub  Principatu  Romanorum,  ita  ut  te- 
nebras  fierent  fuper  omnem  terrain  ufque  ad  horam  nonam ; 
quomodo  hoc  fabtum  tarn  mirabile  nemo  Gnscorum,  nemo  Bar- 
barorum  factum  confcripfit  in  tempore  illo  ;  maxime  qui  Chro¬ 
nica  confcripferunt,  Sc  notaverunt  ficubi  tale  aiiquid  novum  fa- 
dtum  eft  aliquando  :  fed  foli  hoc  feripferunt  veftri  Autores  ?  £t 
Phlegon  quidem  in  Chronicis  fuis  feripfit,  in  Principatu  Piberii 
C  a  far  is  fabtum,  fed  non  fignificavit  in  luna  plena  hoc  fabtum, 
/bid; 

prove 
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prove  one  tittle  in  reality  againft  the  reading 
of  Phlegon,  or  Th alius ,  or  any  other  Writer* 
They  do  not  affirm,  or  intimate,  that  Fhlegon 
did  not  fpeak  of  an  Eclipfe  in  the  4th  year  of 
the  2Q2d  Olympiad ;  nay  they  allow,  that  he 
did  write  of  an  Eclipfe  in  the  Reign  ^  Tiberius 
Caefar,  But  the  filence  of  Hiftorians  which 
they  mean,  and  upon  which  they  ground  their 
objection,  is  a  filence  as  to  the  particular  c ir¬ 
on  mil  an  ccs  of  the  darknefs,  the  extraordinary 
nature  of  it,  the  place,  the  week,  and  day  up¬ 
on  which  it  happened.  And  finding  that  thefe 
particulars  were  not  minutely  fpecified  by  any 
Heathen  Hiftorians,  they  boldly  denied,  that 
fuch  Hiftorians  confirmed  any  facts  of  the  Gofi* 
pel.  Thus  they  evaded  here  the  teftimony  of 
Fhlegon ,  (which  by  the  way  appears  from  this 
very  Pafiage  to  have  been  urged  by  the 
Chriftians  before  Origens  time)  by  faying,  that 
Fhlegon  did  indeed  fpeak  of  a  darknefs  in  the 
Reign  of  Tiberius ,  but  that  he  made  no  parti¬ 
cular  mention  of  the  precife  time,  when  it 
happened,  whether  it  was  at  full  Moon  or  not. 
Therefore  they  would  not  allow  that  the  dark¬ 
nefs  of  Fhlegon  was  the  darknefs  at  the  Paffiom 
And  thus  were  they  ready  to  evade  the  tefti? 
imony  of  ThMu$7  or  any  other  Hiflory  and  Chro- 
mean .  This  being  premifed,  let  us  now  fee, 
what  Orivcri s  fecond  Anfvver  to  his  Adverfa- 
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ries  will  prove  againft  us.  Origen  finding  that 
the  Heathen  Hiftorians  were  defc&ive  as  to  thole 

partial 
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particular  circumftanccs  mentioned  above,  and 
fenfible  how  difficult  it  was  at  that  time  to 
prove  clearly  their  confirmation  of  the  Gofpel- 
Hiftory,  chufes  to  wave  their  Authority,  and 
anfwers  the  Query  of  the  Pagans  another  way. 
“  I  am  of  opinion,  fays  he*,  that  as  the  other 
Signs  which  happened  at  his  Paffion,  were 
<c  only  done  in  Jemfalem,  fo  likewife  that  the 
€C  darknefs  was  only  over  all  the  Land  of  Ju- 
cc  dea.  As  to  the  particulars,  which  I  lay, 
happened  only  in  Jerufalem ,  they  are  thefe. 
<c  The  veil  of  the  Temple  was  rent,  the  Earth 
<c  quaked,  the  Rocks  were  rent,  the  Monu- 
cc  meats  were  opened.  Per  out  of  Judea  the 
Rocks  were  not  rent,  nor  were  any  Monu- 
€C  meats  opened,  but  thofe  that  were  in  Jem- 

f  Arbitror  ergo,  ficut  cetera  figna,  quae  fadfa  funt  in  Paflione 
ipfius,  in  Hierufalem  tantummodo  fadta  funt,  lie  Sc  tenebra?  tan- 
tummodo  fuper  omnem  terram  Judaeam  funt  fadtae  ufque  ad  ho- 
ram  nonarn.  Quae  autem  dico  in  Hierufalem  tantummodo  fatfta, 
haec  funt,  quod  velum  Templi  feiffum  eft,  quod  terra  contremuity 
quod  petrae  difruptae  funt,  quod  monumenta  aperta  funt.  Nec 
enim  extra  Judaeam  petrae  difruptae  funt.  Nec  monumenta  a- 
perta  funt  alia,  nil!  ea  tantum  quae  in  Hierufalem  erant,  aut 
forte  in  terra  Judaea.  Nec  alia  terra  tremuit  tunc,  nift  terra 
Hierufalem.  Nec  enim  refertur  alicubi,  quod  omne  elementum 
tremuerit  in  tempore  illo,  ut  fentirent  <v.  g.  qui  in  Ethiopia  erant. 
Sc  in  Judaea,  &  in  Scythia.  Quod  li  fadlum  fuiffet,  fine  dubio 
inveniretur  in  Hiftoricis  aliquibus  eorum,  qui  in  Chronicis  ferip- 
ferunt  nova  aliqua  fa£ta.  Sicut  ergo  quod  dicitur  :  terra  con- 
tremuit,  refertur  ad  terram  Jerufalem,  aut  ft  latius  voluerit  quia 
extendere,  ad  terram  Judaeam  ;  lie  &  tenebrae  fafbe  funt  ab  hora 
fexta  ufque  ad  nonam  fuper  omnem  terram,  intellige  quod  fu¬ 
per  omnem  terram  Judaeam  funt  fato,  aut  certs  fuper  Hierufa- 
lem  tantum.  Ibid. 
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<£  falem,  or  at  moft  in  the  Land  of  Judea* 
“  nor  was  there  any  Earthquake  elfe where* 
£c  except  that  in  Jemfalem:  for  we  have  no 
4£  account  any  where,  that  the  whole  Earth 
£c  was  {hook  at  thzt  time ,  e.  g.  lo  that  thofe 
cc  who  were  in  JEthiopia ,  and  thofe  who  were 
‘c  in  India  and  in  Sophia  felt  it.  Which  if  it 
had  happened,  without  doubt  it  would  be 
found  in  fome  of  their  accounts  of  things, 
tc  who  have  related  unufual  fads  in  their  Chro- 
nicies.  As  therefore,  when  his  Laid,  the 
€C  Earth  quaked,  this  relates  to  the  Earth  at 
u  Jerusalem,  or  if  any  one  would  extend  it 
farther,  to  the  Land  of  Judea  \  fo  likewife 
when  his  laid,  there  was  darknefs  over  all 
the  Earth  from  the  fixth  hour  to  the  ninth, 
“  underhand,  that  it  was  over  ail  the  Land  of 
C£  Judea $  or  upon  Jemfalem  alone.  Thefe 
were  Orisons  fentiments  at  that  time,  and  if 

o 


that  will  be  any  fatisfadion  to  Dr.  S I  am 
willing  to  allow,  that  Origen  then  did  not  think 
or  did  not  know,  that  any  Greek  or  Barbarian 
had  mentioned  any  thing  of  the  darknefs  at 
the  Paftion.  But  I  defire  him  to  remember, 
that  this  proves  nothing  againft  the  teftimony 
of  Phiegon  or  Th alius  or  any  other.  Origen  might 
have  lecn  Phlegm ,  he  might  have  read  in  him 
the  4th  year  ot  the  202d  Olympiad,  and  yet  de¬ 
clined  infilling  on  his  teftimony  againft  the  Pa¬ 
gans  for  more  rcafons  than  one.  ift.  Becaufe 
the  year  of  Phiegon  s  Eclipfe  was  different  from 

that. 
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that,  in  which  moft  of  the  Chriftians  and  him- 
feif  in  particular  placed  the  Pallion  of  thrift. 
Therefore  he  might  apprehend  it  fomething 
difficult,  to  reconcile  the  one  with  the  other, 
2d.  Phlegon  had  not  noted  the  particular  time 
of  the  Year,  and  day  of  the  Month,  when  his 
Eclipfe  happened,  and  therefore  being  not  able 
to  prove  backwards  by  Aftrofiomy,  that  no  to¬ 
tal  Eclipfe  of  the  Sun  could  happen  naturally 
that  year,  he  could  not  convince  a  fcrupulous 
Pagan,  that  his  Eclipfe  muft  have  been  preter- 
natural,  and  the  fame  with  the  darknefs  at  the 
Pallion. 

However,  let  him  fay  what  he  will  in  this 
place,  he  deftroys  the  force  of  it  entirely,  by 
what  he  declared  afterwards  in  another  part  of 
his  Works.  In  his  Books  againft  Celfus ,  which 
are  certainly  genuine,  ftiil  extant  in  the  origi¬ 
nal  Greek ,  and  dilputed  by  no  one,  he  cxpreft- 
Iv  appeals  to  our  teftimony  of  Phlegon.  There 
he  afierts  roundly,  that.  Concerning  the  Eclipfe  in 
Tiberius  Cx  far’s  Reign ,  in  whole  time  Jeftu 
was  crucified \  and  concerning  the  great  Earth - 
quakes ,  Phlegon  wrote  in  the  11th  Book ,  1  think  * 
of  his  Chronicles'.  Here  he  plainly  rctrafts, 
what  he  had  faid  before  in  his  difeourfes  on 
St.  Matthew ?  and  as  this  work  of  his  againft 


t  Hid  eX  T^ig/g  KatoTCP^  X 
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Orig,  cont,  Celt  Lib,  2.  p.  80.  Vid.  p.  96, 
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Cel fus  is  allowed  to  be  the  mod  exact  and  fP 
iiilhed  piece  he  ever  wrote,  by  this  we  ought 
in  reafon  to  be  determined  in  our  judgment 
of  Qngen.  Dr.  Sykes  was  aware,  that  feme- 
thing  might  be  urged  againfl  him  from  hence, 
therefore  he  interpofed  very  early  feme  caveats 
and  exceptions  againfl  it.  if  it  be  [aid,  fays 
he,  that  he  mentions  his  (Phlcgons)  Authority  in 
his  Books  againfl  Celfus»  Us  true .  But  in  what 
manner  does  he  do  it  f  Is  it  like  one  that  was 
convinced  of  its  pertinence 11 1  Really  1  cannot 
but  think  fo,  for  to  what  purpofe  elfe  did  he 
cite  him  r  He  pofitively  a  Herts,  that  Bhlegon 
oifrote  concerning  the  Eclipfe  in  Tiberius  Cxi  am 
Reign ,  which  he  plainly  underflood  to  be  the 
darknels  at  thePaffion.  Indeed  he  fpeaks  on¬ 
ly  in  generals,  becaufe  that  was  not  the  place 
to  prove  diftin&ly  the  particulars,  Bhlegon  com¬ 
ing  in  by  the  bye ;  and  he  was  not  willing  to 
Interrupt  the  thread  of  his  Argument  againfl 
Celfus  by  a  long  and  foreign  digreffion.  The 
Dr.  goes  on,  Orige?t  could  not  fay  nor  does  he 
fay ,  that  Phlcgon  expreflly  (poke  of  the  fame 
darknefs  and  fame  Earthquake,  which  was  at  the 
time  of  Chrifi's  Death.  It  is  very  true  5  Origen 
docs  not  fay  fo  much  tot  idem  verbis ,  but  he 
either  means  that,  or  nothing.  And  tho’  what  he 
fays  does  not  prove ,  that  the  darknefs  which 
Bhlegon  mentions,  was  aTually  the  darknefs 
which  happened  at  Chrifi’s  Death,  yet  it  proves 

ir  DifFertat.  p,  28, 
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that  Origen  thought  they  were  both  the  fame ; 
and  this  is  all,  which  I  contend  for  at  prefent. 
Bat,  after  ail ,  how  does  he  here  make  the  bejl  of 
Phlegon’s  teftimony  ?  Why,  he  exprejjes  him  [elf  in 
the  very  loofef  manner  pojjible™.  Mere  trifling  ! 
The  reafon  of  it  is,  becaufe  he  did  not  intend 
in  that  place  to  make  the  befl  of  it.  He  fpeaks 
of  it  only  in  pafling,  and  exprefles  himfelf 
here  in  the  loofef  manner,  becaufe  that  was 
not  the  time  for  full  explications.  Surely  a 
Man  is  not  obliged,  whenever  he  touches  up¬ 
on  a  point,  to  write  a  Treatife  profefledly  up¬ 
on  it.  But  he  cites  him ,  fays  Dr.  S.,x  as  telling, 
of  what  happened  about  the  time  of  Chrif's  Death . 
Not  averting,  that  it  was  at  that  time ,  nor  pre¬ 
tending  any  fuch  thing.  Very  ftrange  indeed! 
Why  mult  y&tcl  toy  xpw°v  neceflarily  fignify  a- 
bout  the  time  and  not  at  the  time?  Is  it  not 
ufed  very  often  in  this  fenfe  by  the  beft  Greek 
Hiftorians?  And  do  not  Ecciefiaftical  Writers 
ufe  it  often  in  the  fame  fenfe?  Why  then  may 
not  Origen  take  the  fame  liberty?  But,  if  Dr. 
S.  will  not  allow  it,  I  hope  he  will  be  pleafed 
to  tell  us,  what  Greek  Prepofition  is  more 
proper  to  exprefs  at  the  time.  Sometimes  I 
agree,  does  exprefs  a  latitude,  and  figni- 
fics  about ,  but  it  does  not  always 5  and  to  prove 
that  it  has  fuch  a  fenfe  in  this  Paflaee  of  Ori - 
gen>  is  certainly  incumbent  on  Dr.  S,  Another 


w  DilTertat.  p.  29. 
x  Ibid.  Defenfe,  p.  25. 
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Remark  upon  the  Greek  Origen  is,  tha KP  notwith- 
(landing  his  profejjion  that  he  had  done  all  he 
could,  jet  he  cited  Phlegon  fo  carelejjly ,  that  he  did 
not  give  himfelf  the  trouble  of  looking  into  him  or 
conjulting  his  Book .  This  appears  from  hii  not 
knowing  certainly  in  what  Book  of  Phlegon's  this 
Eclipfe  was  mentioned ,  “  It  is,  fays  he,  I  fup- 

pofe,  in  the  13th  Book  of  his  Chronicles. 
Let  him  be  as  carelefs  as  you  pleafe  in  his  ci¬ 
tations  of  Vhlegon ,  yet  he  certainly  cites  him, 
and  by  fo  doing  deftroys  all  Arguments  that 
may  be  drawn  from  his  Latin  work  to  the  con¬ 
trary.  But  pray,  good  Do  ft  or,  where  is  his 
profejjion ,  that  he  had  done  all  he  could ,  with 
Phlegon?'  There  are  ft is  true,  fuch  words  in  the 
Greek  as  x$ltoL  to  Svvcltov,  but  even  a  carelefs 
Reader  might  perceive  on  the  firft  fight  of  the 
Pailage  z,  that  they  do  not  belong  to  the  cita¬ 
tion  of  Phlegon 5  but  to  Origen  s  Anfwer  at  large 
to  Celfus  about  the  darknefs  and  Earthquake, 
which  is  juft  and  ftrong.  Origen  only  refers  to 
Phlegon ,  he  docs  not  cite  him  at  all  properly 
fpeaking,  that  is,  he  does  not  pretend  to  pro¬ 
duce  his  words,  as  thinking  a  reference  to  him 
at  that  time  fufficient.  Neither  is  it  to  be  pro¬ 
nounced  fuch  an  heinous  inftance  of  carelejjnefs 
in  Origen,  or  the  kail  diminution  of  his  Credit, 

y  Defenfe.  p.  25. 

2  O'i’irdf  os  (KfA <rvcj)  Ctvdj  T  o’&icrpoy  to  cxot<&>,‘ 

6)v,  KATA  TO  ATNATON,  ca>  toTc,  ikvwTSPM 

r  QteyovTzi.  x.  r.  A,  L,  2,  p.  96, 
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that  he  hints  fome  uncertainty  as  to  the  Book 
of  Phlegon  s  Chronicles,  where  the  Eclipfe  was 
recorded.  For  he  might  not  at  the  time  of 
writing  have  the  Book  in  his  pofleflion,  or  it 
might  be  difplaced  fo  that  he  could  not  find  it, 
either  of  which  cafes  are  very  poflibie,  and  ex¬ 
perienced  by  all  Writers.  So  that  he  might 
quote  Phlegon  by  memory,  not  to  lave  trouble 
but  from  necefllty  5  and  as  it  happened,  he 
quoted  the  right  Book  $  which  to  me  is  an  Ar¬ 
gument,  that  Origen  was  not  carelefs  in  readings 
if  he  was  in  citing  Phlegony  and  that  therefore 
his  Reference  to  him,  was  not  made  at  ran¬ 
dom,  but  after  due  confideration. 

1  have  now  done  with  Origen ,  and  have  en¬ 
deavour’d  to  fhew,  that  even  admitting  the 
Latin  difeourfes  upon  St.  Matthew  to  be  a  ge¬ 
nuine  and  faithful  tranflation  of  Origeny  no 
objection  of  any  weight  can  be  drawn  from 
thence  againft  the  prefent  Text  of  Phlegon ,  as 
it  hands  in  Eufiebius  6c c.  Pafs  we  on  now  to 

III.  Another  Writer,  Joannes  Philoponus 5 
who,  it  feems,  is  not  only  againft  us  by  infe¬ 
rence  and  innuendo  like  the  others,  but  ex- 
prejjly a  fixes  the  Pajfiage  of  Phlegon  to  the  fe- 
cond  year  of  the  zoid  Olympiad .  This  to  me 
is  the  moft  furprizing  afiertion  in  the  whole 
DiJJertation  5  and  what  account  or  folution  to 
give  of  it  I  cannot  tell.  Philoponus  indeed,  in 

%  Diflertat.  p.  55, 

the 
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the  prefent  Edition  of  him,  does  in  one  placed 
fix  Phlegori s  Eclipfe  to  the  fecond  year  of  the 
202d  Olympiad.  But  in  the  very  next  page 
he  fixes  it  twice c  to  the  fourth  year  of  that 
Olympiad,  and  compares  the  Olympiads  with 
the  years  of  Tiberius  in  fo  full  and  exaft  a  man¬ 
ner,  as  to  fiiew  very  plainly,  that  the  fourth 
year  was  the  true  year  of  Phlegon  $  Eclipfe.  The 
whole  Pafiage  of  Philopoms  is  as  follows.  That 
Phlegon '$  Eclipfe  is  no  other ,  than  that  which  hap* 
gened  at  the  crucifixion  of  our  Lord  Chrifl , » — -  is 
proved  from  the  hifiory  it  f elf  of  Tiberius  Cxfar. 
Tor  Phlegon  fays,  that  he  began  his  Reign  in  the 
zd  year  of  the  hundred  and  ninety  eighth  Olympiad \ 
and  that  the  Eclipfe  happened  in  the  fourth  year 
of  the  20  zd  Olympiad .  So  that  from  the  beginning 
of  Tiberius'*  Reign  to  the  fourth  year  of  the  zozd 
Olympiad ,  are  collected  near  nineteen  years,  three  of 
the  hundred  ninety  eighth ,  and  in  the  other  four 

fixteen.  • - Now  the  nineteenth  of  the  Reign  of 

Tiberius  was  the  year ,  in  which  the  crucifixion  of 
Chrifl  happened,  and  the  wonderful  Eclipfe  of  the 
Sun  confeopuent  upon  tt&m  Is  it  not  as  clear  as 


b  Tyrs  S’*  cncorac,  ypXXov  cti  vvk ]o$  tuotv*;  g  <t>Xiyw  cm/  vzau; 

g)Xvfjj7numv  xtyoi  yap,  on  -nS  AEYTEPtl  g t{  & atyi n6<pj5  ^v- 

Tset&s  QXvt/jmocfos  lyivsTo  iiXia  t tcX&iS<S  f&zyl<P1  T  (  Gvoc )  iyvoxr 
ez&Ttgcjv.  Kai  vv%  coox  ixm  t  yiosgxs  gyg vbto,  ojtb  Kj  cv  ovgccvrJ 

botmaj.  Lib.  2.  c.  2i.  p.  88. 

C  Thv  Jg  gj iXu^iv  yz'pvivcq  h  rtt  TETAPTXl  &t{  r$  fov- 

riP& 5  OXuyjTncchti. 

*E«s  S’  TETAPTOY  sr«.  p.  89. 

d  On  J'fi  £1/  ravy  •p  Xi<r-7TorH  Xp/Ev  yivepB/ws  kxlov 
y£W5?  jeoh  chf  itsgcti  »yjS)&rj  y  $>Xiyw.  rtySm  &c.  «=•  Kcf»  octT 


Philoponus  confidered.  5  5 

any  thing  of  this  kind  can  be,  that  Phlegons 
Eclipfe  was  according  to  Philoponus  in  th c  fourth 
year  of  the  aoad  Olympiad,  and  not  the  fe- 
cond?  I  leave  the  Reader  to  make  the  proper 
Comment  upon  this  Calculation,  and  take  the 
freedom  of  asking  Dr.  Sykes,  why  he  omitted 
this  whole  Paflage  of  Philoponus  in  his  firft  Dif* 
fertation.  if  he  did  not  give  himfelf  the  trou¬ 
ble  of  looking  into  him ,  or  confuting  his  Book , 
I’m  afraid,  the  charge  of  carelejfnefs ,  which  he 
brought  againft  Origen ,  will  fall  upon  himfelf. 
If  he  had  feen  and  confidered  this  Paflage,  and 
yet  wilfully  omitted  it,  I  am  equally  in  pain 
for  his  Candour  and  Ingenuity.  But  whatever 
were  the  reafons  of  Dr.  Sykes’s  con  dud;  in  this 
affair,  when  Mr.  Whifton  produced  this  lad  Pal- 
fage  of  Philoponus  againft  him,  he  prefently  un« 


otZtvis  Si  moi  T iGeg/ov  Kctt07xc&‘  fagjiue  SJkwtzj.  BxtnXihtv  jublv 
yltp  uvrlv  (pi'jVLv  0  <J>AF.r£2N,  rd>  Sivriga)  £  ikutSp] c  smvjj nl^q, 
cyttije,  OXvf/j7nothq.  Tns»  St'Uxu'tyw  yi'pmttf  it  rat  TETAPTfl  %rzi  <r 
SietH3<no<pi<;  Slvngxc,  OXvfAjvncchq,  cruvaefed^  uno  ctpx».q  S  fioca-i- 
Azuozcj  Tifr&ov  taq  ^TETAFTOr  iTovt;  d  Soty^ariotpiS  SlvAgaq  OA vf/j- 
ynutbq  iyyvq  ttdv  sr?j  Siyc/c,  xxi  \ \vvsot,  rplcc  ym  d  t*oert<p]q  ivvmy/J'Pi,; 
aydbm,  T  cl  uXXuv  Ttasatgav  ditto.  xxi  Iovto  a  xva  Aovkcc',  tv  Ttiq 

ivxgodac.  isvgvo*.  T»  ydp  TivTf  } cot  hitter u  \th  y  T&zgyov  BcenAetceq 
(pYjcri,  ra  xiigvy {.{$>  Ivctwov  tgu  B ec7tli$9v  ytyovivo),  *|  ay  njv  upyw  to  S 
f tXytyi  to  i’juyythi}(9*.  Wagumi  6%  ooo1  oAov$  rsascegoo; 
ifU&VTovq,  ue,  E 6GcZt<&1  iv  ra>  crpara  “j3  ix.vh,y<rioCTiKY^  fagiciq  ih+fev,  dx 
^  ctpyuioXoylce^  \u(ri\7rov  toZto  cruvxyoi.ycov ,  Ap^ccytivuv  y op  ictl  Ante 

Apytegiac,  xtxi  yir'  ccutZv  Tg/.Zv  tcMaiv  Apyjigiccv  yncy>'ivm,  {ivioc6~ 
tri©**  Sr  0  T  upxjiigcarvvite  r,v  %pci<& )  e-'?  mv  upyyj  &  fAir*  dn&vavq 
UgctTivaVA it©°  Kuice'ptc  oregocs  ci/.yypz,  ratvg&>B-svT&'  ya/ytZ.  h  to 
st©-  chftio  T  T Atpiov  Kecu ru^h1  fiocv'iX&aq  mice  xcti  <hxxnv,  s»  co  ij 
S  y  yzyws  roZ  ypifzZ  yuhvm,  xui  ij  in  uZrjj  Tiugc- 

xxi  tecrwzfrte  faucxi}.  p.  S q. 
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dertook  to  prove  it  of  no  fignificancy.  For 
fays  he  e,  I  would  principally  obferve,  that  in  the 
place  where  Philoponus  quotes  Phlegoifs  own 
words j  there  he  has  it,  in  the  fecond  year  of  the 
20  zd  Olympiad*  When  he  twice  J  peaks  of  the 
fourth  year  of  the  202a  Olympiad,  there  he 
only  gives  us  Phlcgon’s  fenfe ,  and  not  the  words 
of  Pnlegon  h  mi  [elf]  Well,  be  it  fo.  Let  Phi- 
lop  onus  in  thefe  latter  Paffages  give  us  only  the 
Jenfe  of  Phlegon .  Could  he  poflibly  give  any 
other  fenfe  of  the  word  fecond  in  Phlegon ,  but 
the  fecond?  Could'  he  give  us  four  as  the  fenfe 
of  two?  Yes  to  ferveaturn.  Dr.  Sykes  imagines, 
though  not  out  of  ignorance.  For  Philoponus , 
it  fee  ms,  was  for  applying  Phlegon  s  Eclipfe  to 
the  death  of  chrifl ,  as  others  had  done  before  him  $ 
he  was  forcing  Phlegon ’s  teflimony  into  his  Ser¬ 
vice,  contrary  to  the  exprefs  words  of  Phlegon, 
which  then  lay  before  him ,  and  fo  talk’d  inconff  - 
ently  F 

Truly  Dr.  Sykes  has  an  excellent  opinion  of 
Philoponus ,  both  as  to  fenfe  and  hone  fly.  Fie  fup- 
pofes  Philoponus  in  one  Page  to  bring  in  Phle¬ 
gon ,  as  placing  his  Eclipfe  in  the  id.  year  of 
Olympiad  202.  and  in  the  next  Page  to  place 
this  very  Eclipfe  of  Phlegon  without  any  Au- 
thority  in  the  4th  year,  and  then  to  argue 
gravely  upon  it,  that  Phlegon  $  Eclipfe  is  the 
fame  with  the  darknefs  at  the  crucifixion  of 


e  Defenfe.  p.  41. 
f  Defcafe.  p.  42, 
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Chrift.  A  very  kind  and  charitable  fuppofi- 
tioh  !  T  hus  would  the  good  Doctor  facrifice 
poor  Philoponus  for  a  Knave  and  a  Fool,  to 
gratify  his  own  humour,  and  fupport  a  darling 
Hypothecs.  This  is  forcing  Men  into  fervice 
with  a  witnefs,  againft  ail  rcafon  and  equity. 
But  the  nature  of  the  cafe  will  not  allow  it. 
No  reafonable  Man,  that  ever  looked  into 
Philoponus,  can  ferioufiy  doubt,  that  he  read  ia 
Phlegon  the  4th  not  the  2d  year  of  Oh  202, 
One  would  really  be  apt  to  imagine,  that  this 
fuggeftion  of  Dr.  Sykes  was  owing  to  a  {lender 
acquaintance  with  the  Character  and  Writings 
ot  Philoponus.  He  wa$  a  Man  of  great  Parts, 
great  Study,  and  great  Learnings 5  and  had  the 
name  of  Philoponus  from  his  Diligence  and  La¬ 
bours.  Befides  his  Philofophical  Comments 
upo nArifotle,  which  are  numerous  and  much 
efteenVd,  there  arc  two  Theological  Pieces  now 
extant,  which  are  handing  proofs  of  his  Abi¬ 
lities  ;  one  is  an  Expofition  upon  the  Mofaical 
Hiftory  of  the  Creation  in  feven  Books,  (from 
whence  the  P adages  abovementioned  are  ex¬ 
tracted)  and  the  other  a  confutation  of  Proclm 
the  Philolbphcr,  who  maintain'd  the  Eternity 
of  the  World.  Both  thefe  I  have  read,  and  I 
am  fully  fatisflcd  from  thence,  that  fhuffling 
and  fdfcontradiction  were  practices  much  lets 
known  to  Joannes  Philoponus ,  than  to  feme 

g  Vid.  Fabric,  Biblioth,  Graec,  Lib.,  V.  c.  37, 
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modern  Writers.  He  had  too  much  acumen 
and  integrity  to  quote  Atmg®  from  Phlegon  in 
one  Page,  and  to  argue  upon  'nriprep  in  ano¬ 
ther.  And  if  fuch  a  grofs  repugnancy  did  ap¬ 
pear  in  the  prefent  Text  of  Philoponus ,  a  can- 
did  and  ingenuous  Reader  would  rather  have 
fufpc&ed  feme  fault  in  his  Text,  than  down¬ 
right  fraud  and  folly  in  the  Author  himfelf. 
Efpecially  as  the  prefent  Edition  of  Philoponus 
is  very  corrupt h,  as  I  could  fhew  in  a  great 
number  of  inftances.  There  is  hardly  a  Chap¬ 
ter  in  the  Book  without  grofs  depravations  $ 
and  few  there  are  more  plain  and  obvious 
than  this  before  us.  I  make  no  doubt,  but  rcS 
ckvTtpo)  erei-  was  put  by  the  Copyift  or  Editor 
for  rd  <Jy.  Itzu  Such  miftakes  in  tranferibing 
numerals  are  often  committed  $  and  the  nume¬ 
ral  0 .  particularly  is  frequently  confounded 
with  the  initial  Letter  of  and  by  that 

means  in  many  other  Books  has  been 

d'ifcover’d  to  be  written  inftead  of  ts rapra* 
How  far  Dr.  Sykes  will  acquiefce  in  this  Emen¬ 
dation,  I  cannot  tell  5  but  I  am  not  apprehen- 

five,  that  a  majority  of  Criticks  will  diipute  it. 

( 

yi.  - 

Notwithstanding  the  plain  Reprefcnfa- 
tion  of  Fhlegon  s  words,  which  Jcrom  has  gi¬ 
ll  Non  Tatis  diligenter  ubique  in  Grgccis  deferibendis  verfatum 
efi'c  editorem  tcflatus  ell  Lambecius ;  qui  ex  eodem  Godice  novam 
hujus  operis  editionem  daturum  fe  promilit  cum  notis,  in  fupple- 
mento,  quod  meditabatur,-  Bibliothecae  Patunn.  Fabric,  ubi  fup. 
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yen  us  above,  yet,  it  feems,  even  Jerom  him- 
felf  overthrows  that  very  Reading  of  Phlegon? 
which  before  he  fo  plainly  exhibited,  for  Je~ 
rom ,  fays  Dr.  Sykes  \  has  actually  fix  d the  Pajfiagc 
ofi  Phlegon  to  the  id  year  ofi  the  20 2d  Olympiad, 
at  the  fame  time ,  that  he  gives  us  the  words  quar¬ 
to  anno  in  the  4th  year,  for  a  clear  proof  of 
which,  the  Doftor  lays  before  the  Reader  Je¬ 
rom  s  Chronology  in  this  point,  juft  as  it  ftands 
at  prefent  in  Scaliger’s  Edition  of  his  Latin 
Chronicon.  But  to  this  I  reply,  that  Jerom* s 
quarto  anno  is  fo  far  fromlofing  any  of  its  force 
and  Authority  by  this  fuggeftion,  that  it  abso¬ 
lutely  difproves  the  fuggeftion  itfelf.  for  the 
quarto  anno  Ol.  202.  are  Jerom  s  own  words., 
pofitive  and  exprefs,  certain  and  unqueftiona- 
ble ;  whereas  the  Doctor  s  fuggeftion,  that  he 
fixed  the  Paftage  of  Phlegon  in  Oh  202.  3.  has 
no  other  foundation,  than  that  difpofition  or 
correfpondence  of  years  and  fads,  which  Scali- 
ger  gives  us  in  his  Edition  of  Jerom  $  Chroni¬ 
con.  According  to  this  indeed,  Phlegon  is  pi  a*' 
ced  under  the  3d  year  of  Ol.  202,  but  I  will 
be  bold  to  affert,  that  any  argument  drawn 
from  hence  is  very  weak  and  inconfiderable, 
for  1  ft.  It  is  plain,  that  Jerom  here  does  no¬ 
thing  but  tranflate  Eufiebius ;  now  Eufiebius ,  as 
Scaliger  ftiews k,  and  Dr.  Sykes  allows,  places 
Phlegon  in  the  4th  year  of  Oh  202,  How  then 

1  DifTert.  p.  49. 

k  Sc^l.  Aninwdv.  in  Eufeb,  p.  1 79, 
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fhould  Jerom,  who  according  to  Dr,  S,  is  Jo 
near  a  tranjlator \  place  him  in  the  3d  of  the 
fame  Olympiad  ?  Is  it  likely,  that  Jerom  in  his 
tranflation  of  Eufebius ,  fhould  reprefent  Eufe¬ 
bius  fo  different  from  him  (elf  r  2.  Arnaldus  Pop.  - 
tacusm ,  who  publifhed  the  Latin  Chronicon  with 
much  more  care  and  accuracy  than  Scaliger  from 
a  great  number  of  Manufcripts,  informs  us? 
that  in  fome  MSS.  Phlegon  is  placed  a  year  low¬ 
er,  in  the  19th  of  Tiberius ,  or  Oh  202.  4. 
'And  'tis  very  well  known,  and  has  been  often 
obferved  by  very  Learned  Men,  Falefiusn ,  Ba- 
luzius  °,  Vodwell p,  and  Dr.  Bentley  a,  that  Scali¬ 
ger  s  Edition  of  that  Chronicon  is  frequently  faul¬ 
ty  as  to  the  years,  in  which  hiftorical  fads  are 
ranged.  So  that  Jerom s  abfurdity ,  as  the  Do¬ 
ctor  (tiles  it,  in  placing  Phlegon  under  the  3d 
year  of  Ol.  202,  and  in  tranflating  Phlegon  at 
the  fame  time  quarto  anno ,  is  not  fo  manifeft, 
as  the  Learned  Do&or  may  imagine. 

If  it  be  faid,  that  according  to  Jerom.,  our 
'Saviour  preached  three  years  after  the  fifteenth  of 
Tiberius*,  and  confequently  muft  place  the 
Paffion  of  Chrift  in  the  3d  year  of  Olymp. 
202.  I  reply  that  Eufebius* 7  whom  Jerom  trai> 

I  DifTert.  p  49, 

jn  Pontac.  Not.  in  Eufeb.  p.  551. 
n  Valef.  Annotat.  in  Eufeb.  Hilt.  Eccl.  Lib.  I.  cap-  V? 

<0  Baluz.  in  L^ftant.  Mort.  Perfecut.  cap.  VIII.  XVII, 
p  Dodwell.  Dilfertat.  in  Iren.  III.  §.  2. 

<q  Dr.  Bentley  s  Diflertat.  upon  Phafaris,  p,  67, 

*  Differtat.  p.  52.  -  '  ^  J 

?  Ciijronic.  Gnec.  p.  188, 
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dates  and  follows,  fays  the  fame  thing,  and  yet 
he  places  the  Pa  ill  on  in  the  4th  year  of  Oh  202. 
and  why  might  not  Jerom  do  fo  too  t 

But  in  fhort,  allowing,  that  Jerom  himfelf 
did  really  fix  the  Pafiion  in  Oh  202.  3,,  yet 
ft  ill  the  quarto  anno  of  Phlegon  (lands  immove¬ 
able.  For  we  have  feen  above f,  that  the  Au¬ 
thor  of  the  Hifloria  Mifcella  fixed  the  Pafiion 
in  the  fame  year,  and  yet  applies  Phlegon  s  E- 
clipfe  to  the  darknefs  at  the  Pafiion,  which  he 
a  fibres  us  himfelf,  was  placed  by  Phlegon  in  Oh 
202.  4.  and  the  XIXth  of  Tiberius.  Why  then- 
may  not  Jerom  agree  with  Phlegon  s  quarto  anno, 
as  well  as  that  Latin  Hiftorian  ?  And  why  muft 
Jerom  s  Chronology  invalidate  it  fo  much,  when 
the  others  affects  it  fo  little  }  I  can  fee  no  fuch 
difparity  in  the  two  cafes,  to  make  fuch  a  dif¬ 
ference  in  Authority. 

IV.  Dr.  Sykes  for  five  or  fix  Pages  together 
makes  feme  very  feint  attempts  to  fet  up  Eu~ 
febius  againft  Phlegon .  He  tells  us  of  omifilons 
and  inaccuracies,  which  he  fometimes  is  guilty 
of,  that  he  heaps  together  in  one  and  the  fame  year 
things  which  happened  fever al  years  both  before 
and  after  the  year  he  is  fp caking  of  And  then 
he  allures  us,  that  we  cannot  be  certain  that  Phle- 
goifs  Eclipfe  happened  this  year ,  merely  becauj e  E Li¬ 
fe  bins  has  cited  it  trader  this  year f.  But  upon 
a  little  recollection  finding  that  all  -this  was 

+  See  p.  31,  32. 

|  Diflertat.  p.  45,  46, 
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foreign  to  the  point,  that  the  mere  words  of 
Bujebius  were  nothing  to  the  Chronological  cha¬ 
racters  of  Phlegon  himfelf,  he  drops  contented¬ 
ly  this  amufing  digreffion  as  of  no  confequence  5 
and  therefore  to  have  both  the  Reader  and  my 
jfelf  any  needlcfs  trouble,  I  readily  confent  to 
drop  it  too. 

Having  now  run  thro"  the  feveral  objections 
of  Dr.  Sykes,  which  are  founded  upon  antient 
Authorities,  it  may  not  be  amifs  to  make  a 
ihort  recapitulation  of  what  has  hitherto  been 
laid. 

I  have  (hewn,  then  in  the  foregoing  Pages, 
that  all  the  difpute  at  prefent  between  Dr.  Sykes 
and  us  concerning  Phlegon ,  muft  turn  upon  the 
reading  of  Phlegon  s  words,  and  that  this  read¬ 
ing  muft  be  fettled  according  to  thofe  rules 
of  Criticifm,  and  that  kind  of  proof,  which 
are  generally  made  ufe  of  and  allow'd  in  fuch 
cafes.  I  have  fhewn  moreover,  that  the  com¬ 
mon  reading  of  Phlegon  is  fupported  by  Au¬ 
thority  and  Evidence  of  this  fort,  as  great  as 
aimoft  any  Fragment  of  Antiquity  can  pretend 
to,  and  by  much  greater  than  falls  to  the  fhare 
of  moft  Fragments,  which  are  yet  receiv'd  and 
uncontefted  by  the  Learned.  I  have  alfo  ob« 
viated  the  feveral  objections  and  difficulties, 
which  have  been  raifed  by  Dr.  S .  from  JfrC 
cams,  Origen ,  Philoponm  and  Jerom \  and  am 
perfwaded  that  none  of  them  are  ftrong  enough 
to  prove,  t{ rat  the  year  of  Phlegon  §  Eclipfe  was 
■  '  any 
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any  other  than  the  fourth  of  the  202d  Olym¬ 
piad.  This  being  done,  I  might  now  very  fair¬ 
ly  take  my  leave  of  Phlegon  and  Dr.  Sykes ,  having 
performed  all,  which  even  in  the  judgment  of 
Dr.  S.  himfelf,  was  neceffary  towards  flnilhing  the 
difpute.  But  as  there  ftill  remain  fome  diffi¬ 
culties  behind,  which  tho*  not  affc&ing  imme¬ 
diately  the  Text  of  Phlegon ,  yet  may  difcourage 
the  application  of  it  to  the  darknefs  at  the 
Paffion  5 

I  proceed  in  the  next  place  to  confider  them 
in  their  order. 


VII. 

I.  Dr.  S.  feems  to  doubt  very  much,  whe¬ 
ther  Phlegon  s  can  denote  any  other  than 

a  real  and  natural  Eclipfe.  Indeed  if  it  cannot* 
then  he  could  not  fpeak  of  the  Eclipfe  at  the  Paf- 
Eon,  which  was  certainly  preternatural.  But  no 
fuhftantial  reafon  can  be  given,  why  the  Greek 
word  m aft  be  thus  retrained.  In  its  primary 
and  original  Egnification  it  certainly  imports 
any  fort  of  defeclus1  $  and  tho*  it  became  a  term 
in  Aftronomy,  and  was  ufed  to  iignify  a  na« 
tural  Eclipfe  either  of  Sun  or  Moon,  yet  nei¬ 
ther  Aftronomers  nor  Hiftorians  were  debarred 

t  Eft  Eclip/is  vox  Grseca,  ab  cleficio,  quae  deliquium 

aut  Defeftionem  fignificat,  unde  segri  &  moribund!,  cum  deliquium 
animi,  &  languor  letalis  eos  corripit,  in  Eclipfin  incidiile  dicun- 
tur.  Keil,  Le&ion,  Aftronom.  Ledt,  XL 


from 
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from  applying  it  to  fuch  preternatural  Phenome¬ 
na^  as  nearly  refembled  a  natural  E clip  fie  in  effect 
tii o’  not  in  the  caufe.  For  how  fhould  they 
exprefs  fuch  preternatural  Phenomena  at  all,  but 
by  words  already  in  ufe  ?  What  new  name 
fhould  they  give  them,  when  they  know  not 
their  nature  and  caufe?  The  moil  proper  word 
they  could  ufe  to  exprefs  fuch  Phenomena  is 
for  as  they  are  fuppofed  to  be  very 
like  a  natural  Eclipfie ,  no  one  word  could  ex¬ 
prefs  that  iikends  fo  well  as  Xxqtqs 

or  any  other  word  would  be  low  and  jejune, 
very  fhort  and  defedive.  So  that  neceility 
and  propriety  too  would  prompt  them  to  ufe 
the  other.  .  And  here  I  have  two  very  excel¬ 
lent  Judges  of  Language  Grotius  and  Huetius 
concurring  with  me  5  whofe  Authority,  I  be¬ 
lieve,  may  be  laid  in  the  balance  with  that  of 
the  Learned  Dr.  Sykes.  The  firft  fays*,  ix\u- 
'7ce>,v  Sol  did  pojjit ,  cum  quovis  mo  do  deficit.  The 
latter f,  fifitocmcfuc  modo  Sol  deficiat ,  \x\uttw 
diet  potefl ,  fir  omnis  defeclus ,  five  ordinarius ,  five 
extraordmarius,  e(l  inXtfAX 

If  Dr.  Sykes  fhould  ask  me,  but  is  not 
in  Phlsgon  more  naturally  and  eafily  under- 
liood  of  a  natural  Eclipfe  ?.  I  grant  it.  But  the 
queftiou  at  prefent  is,  whether  it  muft  necejjk - 
rily  be  (o  underftood.  If  not,  if  it  may  be  un- 
derftood  of  one  that  is  preternatural ,  then  in 

*  Grot,  in  Matt.  XXVII.  45. 
f  Huct.  Dcmonft.  Evang.  Propof,  III,  p.  29.  Ed,  6. 

the 
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the  prelent  cafe  it  is  no  argument  for  altering 
the  date  of  it.  But  do  any  Writers  in  faff,  fays 
Dr.  Sykes,  ever  call  a  darknefs  extraordinary 
an  Eclipfe?  Perhaps  not,  becaufe  there  might 
never  be  known  before  a  darknefs  extraordinary 
enough  to  be  called  fo.  The  darknefs  at  the 
Paflion  might  perhaps  be  the  only  one  fo  near- 
ly  refembling  an  Eclipfe,  as  to  deferve  the  name* 
And,  I  hope,  of  fuch  preternatural  darknefs  Dr, 
Sykes  does  not  expeft  many  inftances  to  be  pro¬ 
duced.  Nay  one  befides  this  is  more  than  can 
reafonably  be  demanded  5  for  as  there  muft 
be  a  fir [l  time  for  calling  preternatural  Pheno¬ 
mena  by  improper  names ;  it  might  as  well  be* 
gin  in  this  cafe  as  in  any  other. 

However  to  fatisfy  Dr.  Sykes,  I  can  produce 
fome  inftances  of  fuch  expreflions  both  in  Greek 
and  Latin  W riters.  Dio 11  fays,  that  among  o- 
ther  Prodigies  which  preceded  Augufiuss  Death* 
there  was  a  total  Eclipfe  of  the  Sun ,  ots  yelp  yi\io$ 
Trees  e%eA i7r£.  And  Jerom  fays,  Defeffio  Solis 
faff  a.  The  verb  e^Aivn  here  without  a  cafe  aT 
ter  it,  is  as  proper  an  Afironomical  Term,  as  e>tAeo 
•vj/is.  And  yet  it  does  not  mean  a  natural  E- 
clipfe $  for  as  Dr.  Sykes w  acknowledges,  no 
fuch  total  Eclipfe  happen'd  at  Pvomc  within 
eight  years  of  his  death .  Wherefore  Calvifius  K 


u  Lib.  56.  p.  589,  w  Defenfe.  p.  53. 

x  Refcrt  Dio  etiam  Eclipfm  Solis  accidifl'e  ante  mortem  Ati- 
gufti,  ubi  Sot  iotas  obfeuratus  fit,  quae  Eclipjis  nullibi  invenitur, 
Credibile  Videtur,  quemadmodum  Xerxe  tranfeunte  Hellefpontum, 
Phenomenon  in  Sole  aecidit,  quo  lumen  am  ifit,  &  qued  cladem 
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ingenuoufly  refolves  this  Eclipfe  of  Bio  into  a n 
extraordinary  Phenomenon.  To  anfwer,  that 
Bio  and  Jerom  may  both  be  miftaken ,  is  tri¬ 
fling  and  groundlefs,  without  any  Authority 
but  fancy  and  conje&ure.  Again.  Servius v 
tells  us,  that  at  Julius  Cdfar’s  death  there  was 
a  Solis  defect  us  from  the  fixth  hour  till  Nighty 
which  therefore  could  not  be  natural $  and  yet 
he  exprefles  it  by  defeclus ,  which  among  the 
Latins7-  was  the  current  term  for  an  Eclipfe ,  as 
exAe^s  was  among  the  Greeks . 

Another  inftance  of  this  kind  we  have  in 
the  old  and  excellent  Scholiafl  upon  Arijiophanes . 
That  Author  tells  us a,  that  when  Stratocles 
was  Archon  Ol.  LXXXVIII.  4.  at  the  time  that 
Cleon  was  chofen  General  by  the  Athenians ,  there 
happened  an  Eclipfe  of  the  Moon  in  the  Month 
Boedromion ,  which  anfvvers  to  part  of  our  Sep¬ 
tember  and  OLlober .  Now  it  is  certain,  as  Mr, 
Bodwell b  has  fhewn  at  large,  that  the  day  up¬ 
on  which  this  Eclipfe  is  (aid  to  have  happen¬ 
ed,  was  the  30th  of  the  Month  Boedromion,  cal¬ 
led  by  the  Athenians  wv\  59  vex,  or  the  laft  day 
of  the  old  and  the  fir  ft  of  the  new  Moon.  How 

Grxcise  portendit,  ita  talc  quid  accidi/Te  ante  mortem  Augufti; 
Opus  Chronolog.  p.  430. 

y  Conftat  occifo  Carfare  in  Senatu,  pridie  Iduum  Martiarum' 
Solis  fuijfe  defe&um,  ab  hora  fexta  ufque  ad  noiftem.  In  Gsorgic. 
I  v.  466,  Yid.  &  Plin.  Lib.  2.  c.  30. 

z  Vid.  Plin.  Lib.  2.  cap.  VI,  VII,  VIII,  IX,  X.  Ed.  Hard. 

a  E-<A —  im  'Erpa tvkAsxs  Schol. 

in  Ariftoph.  Nub.  v.  584. 

b  Dodwell.  de  Cycl.  Vet,  p.  32,  feq. 
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then  could  there  happen  any  proper  Eclipfe  of 
the  Moon  ?  Or  how  could  the  Scholiaft  fuppofe 
any  fuch  to  happen  \  And  yet,  we  fee,  he  calls 
this  defeclio  of  the  Moon  an  exA and  by 
this  word  interprets  that  verfe  in  Ariftophanes. 

H  SeAvj vyi  S'  VpiXwi  yi  ToU  oSisp 

The  fame  Scholiaft c  tells  us,  that  at  this  very 
time  (when  Cleon  was  ele&ed  General)  there 
was  likewife  an  Eclipfe  of  the  Sun.  What ! 
a  natural  and  proper  Eclipfe  of  both  the  Sun 
and  the  Moon  at  the  fame  time?  That's  impoft 
ftble.  So  knowing  and  diligent  a  Perfon,  as 
this  Scholiaft  appears  to  be,  could  never  imagine 
fuch  a  Paradox  to  be  real  and  probable.  But 
as  the  Poet  intimates  by  thefe  lines  of  his  Cho¬ 
rus  the  Clouds , 

- ToU  QfppZs  OVVYiyiMV, 

Kc677 ZiS/JU&V  SeiJOL* 

That  when  Cleon  was  chofen  General  *,  the 
weather  was  very  cloudy,  dark  and  tempeftu- 

c  HA  fa  lytviTo  ko&toc  7ivc&  rvyflaj  *  5  KaIsovo$  p/tigyTvr%g/tv%<, 

Id.  ad  v.  585. 

*  Mr.  Dodwell  ( Cycl.  Vet.  p.  35.)  anc?  Ee  great  Eze- 
chiel  Spanheim  (Not.  in  loc.)  think*  that  Ariftophanes  here  does 
not  /peak  of  Cleon’s  firf  expedition  to  Pylus,  which  was  01.  88, 
4.  hut  his  fecond  into  Thrace,  Ol.  89.  g.  But  this  is  only  a  con¬ 
jecture  of  theirs ,  and  may  be  plainly  difproajed  from  Ariftophanes 
himfelf.  For  thefe  lines ,  in  which  he  fpeaks  of  Cleon,  were  in  the 
frfi  Edition  of  the  Ni<p«Ac«/,  as  the  old  Scholiaf  ajfures  us.  Ex.  T 
srparav,  fays  he*  Ns^sAav  ioi  ruoTzi.  Now  the  trpaTctj  N/^eA**/  were 
afted,  when  Ifarchus  was  Archon ,  Ol.  89.  1.  that  is,  two  years 
before  Cleon  went  into  Thrace.  How  then  could  Ariftophanes  in 
Ql .  89.  1  •fpeak  of  an  expedition  of  Cleon  int%  Thrace  Ol.  89.  3.  ? 

1  OUS, 
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cus,  and  as  he  humouroufly  reprefcnts  the  Sim 
and  Moon  Eclipfed  at  this  difmal  feafon  5 

H  SsA vivyi  T  e%eA im  yi  ris  oJas*  0  J*  HAios 
Tw  BpvoiWiy  tU  eoLvrov  euQeaz  cm Akvotxs 
Ou  (pcimv  ttp&GMv  vftiv. 

So  the  Scholiaft  fectns  to  mean  no  more  by  his 
than  fome  remarkable  obfcuratio  of  the 
Sun  and  Moon,  occafioned  by  Clouds  and 
Storms.  This  I  take  to  be  the  true  mean¬ 
ing  of  the  Scholiaf  $  and  this  interpretation  of 
him  frees  us  at  once  from  all  thole  difficulties, 
which  have  given  fo  much  trouble  to  many 
Learned  Men  f.  For  as  to  any  natural  Eciipfe 
of  the  Sun  or  Moon  at  that  time ,  all  Writers 
agree  there  was  none. 

*  These  few  Authorities  then  may  ferve  to 
fhew,  that  as  to  the  word  no  juft  ex¬ 

ception  lies  againft  Phlegon . 


viii: 

II.  A  fecond  difficulty,  which  is  artfully 
and  fpecioufly  urged  by  Dr.  S.  d  is  this.  That 
Phlegorfs  words  exprejjly  mention ,  or  hint  at  no - 
thing  hut  an  Eciipfe  of  the  Sun,  nothing  preterna¬ 
tural  or  extraordinary :  now  had  he  defigned  a  pre¬ 
ternatural  Eciipfe  of  the  Sun  at  the  time  of  full 

t  *  •  1  ,  •  i  j  r  ' 

+  Dodwell.  de  Cycl.  Vet.  p.  32.  feq. 

Samuel.  Petit.  Eclog.  Chron.  Lib.  IV.  cap.  XII. 

Ezechiel.  Spanhem.  in  Ariftoph.  p.  285,  286.  Ed,  Kuft. 
PilTcrtat.  p.  65.  Defenfe,  p.  io?  u.. 
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Moon ,  7  A  fcarce  poffble  for  him  not  to  have  ta¬ 
ken  notice  of  it.  So  that  Phlcgon’s  omijjion  of 
fuch  a  circumflance ,  25  a  very  flrong  argument , 
^5  not  [peaking  of  an  Eclipfe  at  the  full 
Moon .  abjurd  is  it  to  imagine ,  ^  ac¬ 

curate  Man,  curious  in  his  accounts  of  what  puf¬ 
fed,  fhould  barely  take  notice  of  the  darknej s  of  an 
Eclipfe ,  and  yet  that  he  fhould  not  take  any  notice 
of  the  duration  of  the  darknefs  for  three  hours , 
nor  of  its  being  at  full  Ado  on,  nor  in  fhort  of  any 
thing  preternatural ,  and  more  than  ordinarily  re¬ 
markable ?  That  a  Alan  fo  confderable  for  his 
abilities  and  accuracy  in  writing,  fhould  yet  be  fo 
inaccurate,  as  to  omit  the  only  very  remarkable  cir- 
cumfances  in  fuch  events  as  he  mentions,  is  highly 
improbable  in  it  felf  The  difficulty  is  dated 
here  in  the  Dodor  s  words  at  full  length,  that 
it  might  not  lofe  any  of  its  force  by  an  imper¬ 
fect  Epitome  from  me.  And  a  difficulty  it 
certainly  is  at  firft  fight,  which  may  happen  to 
furprize  and  ftartle  us  exceffively.  But  when 
we  recoiled  one  circumflance,  which  Dr.  Sykes 
unaccountably  forgot,  perhaps  the  furprize  and 
difficulty  too  may  be  fomething  abated.  Phle«< 
gon  did  not  write  his  Olympiads  at  the  time  when 
this  Eclipfe  happened,  but  at  leaft  an  hundred 
years  after  5  for  he  liv’d  as  I  have  fhewn  above, 
in  the  Emperor  Adrians  time,  was  him  felf  a 
lifer t us  or  freedman  of  the  Emperor,  and  carried 
hi,S  Chronology  down  to  the  firft  year  of  O- 

lympiac 
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lympiad  229  s,  which  is  full  an  hundred  years 
after  the  death  of  Chrift.  Now  as  I  apprehend, 
it  is  not  fo  much  to  he  wondered,  that  Phlegon , 
tho*  a  wife  Aim  and  m  accurate  Chronologer , 
fhould  omit  many  circumftances  of  an  Eclipfe 
which  he  never  faw.  He  was  forced  to  take 
his  accounts  of  things,  from  Perfons  who  might 
not  he  accurate  Aftronomers,  or  exaft  obfervers 
of  every  circumftance.  And  therefore  it  is  a 
little  abfurd  in  Dr.  Sykes  to  compare,  as  he  does  f, 
the  cafe  of  Phlegon  with  that  of  an  Hiflorim » 
who  fhould  live  at  the  very  time  of  fuch  an 
extraordinary  Eclipfe,  To  which  I  mud  add, 
that  the  antient  Hijlorians  and  Chronologers  were 
feldom  or  never  fo  minute  and  particular  in 
obfervations  of  this  kind  5  they  &  contented 
themfelves  very  often  with  a  bare  mention  of  • 
an  Eclipfe ,  without  remarking  the  time  or  du¬ 
ration  or  any  article  of  moment  concerning  it. 
And  this  even  in  cafes,  where  fomething  ex¬ 
traordinary  and  ftriking  occurred  5  as  may  be 
feen  in  Dio  and  Servius  quoted  above.  An  ac- 
curate  Modem  might  wonder,  that  neither  of 
thefe  two  Writers  fhould  take  the  leaft  notice 
of  the  place  of  the  Moon  at  the  time  of  their 
Solar  Eclipfe  ;  and  that  one  of  them  fhould  not 
drop  a  fy  11  able  about  the  duration ,  day ,  or  hour 

e  Vid.  Fabric.  Bibiioth.  Gnec.  L.  IV.  c.  XIII.  p.  397,  399, 

f  Defenfe.  p.  9,  10. 

g  Vid.  Epiitol.  Chronolog.  Cl.  Alphonf.  des  Vignol.  adv. 
Harduin.  p.  236.  Ed.  1708. 
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of  his.  Yet  wonderful  as  this  is,  the  fact  is 
certain,  that  neither  of  them  fpeak  of  a  natu¬ 
ral  and  proper  Eclipfe.  And  why  might  not 
the  Author,  whom  Phlegon  followed,  be  as  little 
exaft  and  particular?  However  to  make  feme 
amends  for  his  flence  about  the  Moon ,  he  tells 
us  that  this  Eclipfe  f  •was  the  great  eft  of  any  that 
had  been  known  before ;  which  feerns  to  me  to 
be  a  plain  intimation,  that  it  was  not  a  com¬ 
mon  and  natural  one.  Eclipfes  and  thofe 

total  had  been  known  before11,  how  therefore 
could  this  be  the  greateft  of  any  known  before 
in  a  natural  way  ?  Dr.  Sykes  replies,  that  Phle¬ 
gon  by  / uyiTii  r cov  e ymtrfJL&m  'Zdf^Tegoy,  and  Je- 
rom  by  magna  &  exce liens  inter  cmnes ,  may 
mean  no  more  than  a  •very  great  and  remark¬ 
able  one K  Which  interpretation  of  Phlegon 
and  Jerom  is  fo  remarkable ,  fo  excellens  inter 
owncs ,  that  I  fhall  not  fay  one  word  to  difprove 
it.  But  perhaps,  as  Dr.  Sykes  replies  again, 
this  Eclipfe  might  be  filed  the  greatef  of  any 
known  before ,  not  as  if  there  never  was  a  great¬ 
er  in  no  part  of  the  World \  but  that  a  greater  had 
not  been  known  by  any  body  alive,  or  mAfia.  mi¬ 
nor  k.  It  is  poffible  indeed,  that  it  might  be  fo ; 
but  as  Phlegon  fays  nothing  of  Afw  minor,  nor 

f,,  _  /  *>  /  t 

Msy t  sy vavrfjtiWMv 

h  Vid.  Petav.  Do  thin.  Tempor.  Lib,  2, 
i  Def.  p.  67,  Differtat.  p.  77. 
k  Defenfe.  p.  68. 
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of  any  body  alive,  he  need  not  fubmit  to  any 
Inch  conjectural  and  precarious  limitations. 

Another  remarkable  character  of  Phlegons 
Eclipfe,  is  the  great  Earthquake,  which  he  men¬ 
tions  as  overthrowing  a  great  part  of  the  City  Nice  j*. 
That  this  Earthquake  accompanied  the  Eclipfe, 
is  evident  enough  from  the  Text  of  Ph logon  > 
and  Dr.  Sykes 1  himfelf  fee  ms  willing  to  allow 
it.  Now  this  is  a  circumftancc  very  particular 
and  extraordinary,  not  ufual  in  other  common 
Eclipfes  j  between  which  and  an  Earthquake 
there  is  no  vifible  connection  in  Nature,  nor 
any  obferved  before  in  Hiftory.  This  there¬ 
fore  as  it  ferves  to  diftinguifh  Phlegons  Eclipfe 
from  all  others,  fo  it  feems  to  be  a  plain  in¬ 
dication,  that  it  was  not  exactly  of  the  fame 
nature  with  others.  But  one  principal  ufe  of 
it  is  to  fhew,  that  Phlegons  Eclipfe  mult  be 
different  from  that  of  Keplers  in  Ol.  202.  1. 
which  he  and  Dr.  Sykes  would  have  to  be  the 
fame;  for  no  Hiftory  no  Chrontcon  ever  mentions 
a  fyllable  of  an  Earthquake  attending  that  E- 
clip fe.  And  for  want  of  this  circumltance  be- 
fide  other  reafons,  that  Eclipfe  of  Keplers  has 
no  more  relation  to  Phleoons ,  than  thofe  re- 
corded  in  Thucydides, 

1  cannot  difmifs  this  article,  without  taking 
notice  of  a  plcalant  remark,  which  Dr.  Sykes 

f  'ZiKryJc  [Ap/ctr,  Kxru  r iQvview  yvof/A'’®*  tU  vre 5 
KUute,  y.o(,T .‘TpKccjr . 
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.  •  < 

makes  upon  thefe  laft  words  of  Thlegon .  If 
you  will  take  thefe  words  rigidly ,  fays  he,  the 
greateft  of  any  known  before,  then  this  will 
prove  too  much .  For  when  a  thing  was  never 
known  before,  it  is  abfurd  to  call  it  the  moft 
remarkable,  or  the  greateft  of  any  known  be¬ 
fore  ik.  Which  is  nothing  but  quibble  and  fo- 
phifm.  For  take  but  Eclipfe  out  of  its  ftrict: 
and  rigid  fenfe,  and  apply  it,  as  it  may  be  and 
is  often  applied,  to  any  defectus  of  the  Sun, 
and  the  little  difficulty  immediately  vanishes* 
For  any  one  defectus  of  the  Sun  may  be  very 
well  compar’d  with  another,  as  to  effetts  and 
circumflances,  tho*  they  are  not  {fried ly  of  the 
fame  kind,  and  do  not  proceed  from  the  fame 
caufe.  Some  may  properly  be  faid  to  be  great¬ 
er  or  lefs  than  others,  in  duration  for  inftanee* 
or  darknefs'  and  the  like,  tho’  all  do  not  arife 
from  a  natural  conjunction  of  Sun  and  Moon. 

To  this  the  Dr.  adds  an  elegant  piece  of 
Criticifm  upon  Joannes  Fhiloponus ,  And  there¬ 
fore  Philoponus,  who  reafons  juflly  from  this 
principle ,  that  there  never  had  been  fuch  an  E- 
clipfe,  has  added  a  negative  particle  to  this  cF 
tat  ion s  and  reads  it  fizylqr  tSv  OTK  iyvcturfievw 
mgyrigw,  defigning  to  intimate  that  fuch  an  one 
had  not  been  known  before ,  thd  manifeflly  cor¬ 
rupting  Phlegon  f.  Never  fare  was  Philo¬ 
ponus  fo  cruelly  treated,  as  he  has  been  now 
by  Dr.  Sykes.  He  is  ift,  reprefen  ted  as  corrupt- 

*  Def.  p.  66.  f  Ibid. 
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Ing  Phlegon  by  inferring  words  of  his  own,  and 
next  as  patting  nanfenfe  upon  him.  for  it 
feems  to  me  to  be  little  lefs  than  downright 
n  on  fen  fe  and  contradidion,  to  fay  an  Eciipfe 
was  the  greatejl  of  any  not  known  before  7  i.  e.  to 
make  acomparifon  with  what  never  was.  But 
all  other  Criticks  are  kinder  to  Philopo?tus7  and 
pronounce  chi  a  corruption  in  the  Copy,  as 
it  manifefUy  is.  And  perhaps  Dr.  Sykes  him- 
felf  would  have  ufed  him  better,  if  he  had  found 
Slim  a  real  friend. 

/ 

IX. 

III.  The  .darknefs  at  our  Saviour  s  Paffwn  was 
not  over  all  the  Univerfe,  but  was  peculiar  to  Ju¬ 
dea,  and  the  Earthquake  likewife  was  confined  to 
Jerufalem,  or  at  mojl  to  Judea,  as  Origen  fully 
proves.  Therefore  Phlegon  mentioning  the  effefts 
of  an  Earthquake  feveral  hundred  Miles  of  of  ju- 
dea,  plainly  fkews,  that  he  (peaks  of  a  different 
Earthquake ,  and  a  different  Eciipfe  from  that  dark - 
nefs  and  Earth  quake  t  that  2  vas  peculiar  to  Judea  m. 
If  the  premifes  here  were  certainly  true,  and 
Origen  s  Authority  in  this  cafe  irrefragable,  then 
the  conclufion  would  likewife  be  very  juft  and 
undeniable.  But  alafs !  very  little  foundation 
is  there  either  for  the  one  or  the  other.  For 
1  ft-  The  facred  Evangelifts  do  not  confine 
the  darknefs  and  Earthquake  to  Jerufalem  or 
Judea .  Their  Phrafe  is  \tc\  Ttimy  yw,  and  if  0 

-.jrn  Differ t.  p.  6c, 
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oXvy  yw,  and  thole  expreffions  are  often  ufed  * 
to  fignify  the  whole  World,  or  at  lead  a  much 
greater  part  of  it  than  the  Land  of  Judea  5  and 
how  does  it  appear,  that  in  this  place  they  muft 
neceffiarily  be  retrained  ? 

The  Learned  Re  land f  (peaks  very  well  upon 
this  head.  If  any  one  is  of  opinion,  that  the  Phrafe 
'ttclgvl  yy\  may  fignify  here  only  the  Land  ^Judea^ 
as  it  does  Luke  IV.  25.  I  flail  not  deny  it.  I  con- 
fefsy  thofe  words  may  be  fo  under  flood.  But  let 
him  on  the  other  fide  grant  to  me ,  that  the  fame 
words  may  fignify  the  whole  World,  as  they 
certainly  do  in  thofe  other  PajJdges  which  I  have 
produced  from  the  New  Tefi ament.  Let  him  far¬ 
ther  conflder ,  that  the  fen  fie  of  the  words  is  rather 
to  be  flrengthened  and  enlarged,  than  to  be  weak¬ 
ened  and  refrained.  And  that  befides  here  are 
many  places  oppofied  to  but  one  5  and  that  the  three 
Evangelifis  all  make  ufe  of  the  fame  exprefifion,  not 


*  Lake  XXI.  35.  Rom.  IX  17.  X.  18.  Apocal.  V.  6.  XIII  3. 
n &<mv  Ti jy  yw  hie  ita  fumendum  arbitror,  ut  apud  hucam  II.  1 . 
trotrsiv  7»v  oUypjtvluu,  de  Orbe  Romano,  aut  certe  de  potifiima  ejus 
parte.  Grot,  in  Matt.  XXVII.  45.  Vid.  Woifii  Curs  Critic. 
Sc  Philolog.  Tom.  I.  p.  407. 

f  Si  quis  exiftimet,  uti  Luc.  IV.  25.  notm  w  y«  notat  foiling 
terrain  Ifraeliticam,  ita  hie  quoque  notare  pofTe,  me  non  habebit 
repugnantem.  Fateor  ita  pojfe  accipi  $  verum  &  ipfe  mihi  viciffim 
largiatur,  eadem  verba  poffe  univerfum  terrarum  Orbem  lignifi- 
care,  uti  in  aliis  iftis  locis  ex  novo  Teftamento  a  me  produdkis 
vere  Jignificant.  Confideret  etiam  vim  vocum  firmandam  potius 
§c  augendam ,  quam  labefattandam  Sc  minuendam  efTe:  prseterea 
uni  loco  Luc.  IV.  25.  opponi  mult  a  alia:  Sc  non  fine  emphali 
tres  Evangeliftas  eodem  loquendi  modo  ufos,  &  Kotow  vel  bx w 
adjecilfe,  qui  alias  eadem  narrantes  non  ita  iifdem  verbis  rera 
pximere  fclent.  Rel,  Paheflin.  Illuft.  Tom.  I.  cap,  V. 

K  2  with* 
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without  a  particular  Emphafis,  adding  ttclo-ol  and 
oAy,  who  at  other  times  do  not  ufe  to  exprefs  the 
fame  thing  in  the  fame  words.  Thus  far  that  ex¬ 
cellent  Writer,  whole  Judgment  is  of  no  fmail 
weight  among  the  bcft  Criticks  and  Divines. 

2.  As  to  Origen ,  he  does  indeed  in  his  La¬ 
tin  work,  which  has  been  quoted  above,  con¬ 
fine  both  Eclipfe  and  Earthquake  to  the  Land 
of  Judea .  But  how  does  he  fully  prove  it)  as 
Dr.  Sykes  would  perfwade  us  ?  Only  by  a  pri¬ 
vate  conjecture  of  his  own,  introduced  by  a 
mod  eft  Arbitrorn  ,  but  not  one  tittle  of  poftive 
Evidence  does  he  bring  to  confirm  it.  All  his 
proof  is  of  the  negative  kind,  founded  on  a  ftp- 
fofed  filence  of  Pagan  Writers,  as  to  fuch  an 
Univerfal  darknefs  and  Earthquake.  But  if  On- 
gen  had  not  colle&ed  accounts  from  all  parts 
of  the  World,  of  an  Earthquake  and  Eclipfc  at 
the  time  of  our  Saviour's  Pallion,  does  that  prove 
fully  or  at  all,  that  there  were  no  accounts  of 
fuch  events  in  any  part  of  the  World  at  that 
time  befides  Judea  ?  Is  it  neceffary  to  fuppofe, 
that  Origen  at  that  time  knew  all  that  had  been 
written  about  them?  That  he  had  feen  all  the 
Memoirs  of  what  had  pafied  in  India,  Ethiopia , 
Scythia ,  or  in  any  other  part  of  the  World  > 
Or  is  it  impofilblc,  that  Origen  might  fay  this, 
becaufe  he  could  not  eafily  apply  fuch  accounts 

n  Arhitror  ergo  ;  ficut  c cetera  figna  quae  fa£la  funt  in  Paffione 
ipfms,  in  Hierufalem  tantummodo  faila  funt ;  fic  &  tene'orae  tan- 
tummodo  fuper  omnem  terrain  Judaeam  funt  faffoe  ufque  ad  ho, 
ram  nenam.  Tractat.  35.  in  Matt. 

to 
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to  his  own  time  of  the  Paflion  ?  Thallus ,  and 
Fhlegon,  and  many  others  might  be  known  to 
take  notice  of  an  extraordinary  Earthquake  and 
Eclipfe  3  and  yet  Origen  might  imagine  that  they 
gave  no  accounts  of  inch  things  as  done  at  that 
time ,  i.  e.  at  the  Paflion,  as  fixed  by  him.  Sure¬ 
ly  filch  a  bare  conjecture  of  Origen  s,  fo  {light¬ 
ly  fupported,  can  never  amount  to  a  full  proof 
that  the  darknefs  and  Earthquake  at  the  Faff  on 
were  peculiar  to  Judea.  But  lo  it  happens,  when 
Men  have  any  darling  Hypothecs.  Every  thing, 
that  feems  in  the  lead  to  favour  it,  is  a  full 
proof  5  but  all  againft  it  is  good  for  nothing. 
I  would  ask  the  Learned  Dr.  Sykes ,  why  Afri- 
canus  docs  not  afford  11s  as  full  proof  that  the 
darknefs  and  Earthquake  were  extended  be¬ 
yond  Judea ,  as  Origen  does  of  the  contrary  > 
Africanus  declares  exprefily,  that  there  was  a 
mo  ft  dreadful  darknefs  xsiiy1  o'As  rS  ;datus  all 
over  the  World  3  that  the  Rocks  were  rent  by  an 
Earthquake ,  and  many  places  in  Judea,  and  in  the 
other  parts  of  the  Earth  were  thrown  doom  Why 
is  not  this  as  convincing  as  Origen s  arbitror  on 
the  other  fide  ?  Africanus  was  as  antient  as  Ori¬ 
gen,  as  knowing  in  Hifory  as  Origen ,  and  as  far 
as  i  can  find,  as  honeft  and  careful.  Why  then 
is  a  bare  conjecture  of  the  one  better  proof 
than  a  pofitivc  aflertion  of  the  other*  in  a  mat- 

O  oXov  iyv/jyv  cdc'jt^  lylvsTD  (p&£sga'rtiTBv° 
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ter  of  fact  >  But  to  deftroy  effectually  this  proof 
of  Origen ,  full  as  it  appears  to  Dr.  Sykes,  I  muft 
once  more  appeal  to  the  genuine  Origen ,  who 
in  his  Greek  Work  again  If  Celfm >  as  I  have  ob- 
ferved  above,  makes  no  fcruple  to  acknow¬ 
ledge  Phlegon  as  a  witnefs  both  of  the  Eclipfe 
and  great  Earthquake  at  the  Paffion  of  ChriftP. 
I  now  leave  the  Reader  to  judge,  which  Origen 
is  of  mod:  Authority.  He  who  appears  only 
in  a  barbarous  Latin  Tranflation,  which  few 
value  fo  much  as  Dr.  Sykes ,  or  he  who  is  ft  ill 
extant  in  his  original  Greek .  He  who  at  one 
time  offers  a  private  opinion,  or  he  who  after 
.more  experience  and  confideration,  thinks  fit 
to  retradt  it.  He  who  propofes  a  conjedure, 
when  he  was  younger  and  lefs  knowing,  or 
he  who  corrects  it,  when  he  was  older  and 
wife  tv 

To  all  which  let  me  add,  that  the  Antients 
in  general  extended  the  darknefs  and  Earth¬ 
quake  of  the  Paffion  beyond  Judea.  It  is  a 
mundi  cafus  with  Tertullian  <3,  with  Arno  bins r 
tmiverfa  mundi  ftmt  element  a  turhata ,  with  the 
Author  of  the  Recogmtiones  dementis  probably 
Older  than  both,  omnis  ei  (Chrifto)  cotnpajjus  ejf 


p  Uifi  7/<;  sttI  T(£egJov  K di —  K&i  META- 
«Af2'N  EEIXMON  tm?  yvj?  ccytypecipe  $  OAiy cov.  Lib.  II.  p.  80. 

q  Apologet.  c.  zi.  Eipn  Mundi  cafum  relatum  in  archivis  ver 
ilris,  habetis. 

Cum  Mundi  cafum  vocat,  fatis  cavit,  ne  Judaa  peculiar  is  ere- 
deretur.  Grot,  in  Matt.  XXVII.  45. 

X  Araob.  Adv.  Gent.  L.  1 .  j>.  3 
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tnundus ,  omnis  mundus  commotusK  Now  thefe 
Writers  concurring  with  Africanus  and  the 
Greek  Origen  are,  I  think,  confiderable  Evidence 
againft  any  Modern ,  who  ffiall  pleafc  to  aflert 
without  any  Authority  in  Antiquity ,  that  the 
darknefs  and  Earthquake  were  both  peculiar  to 
Judea. 


X. 

IV.  The  laft  difficulty  that  lies  in  our  way, 
is  this,  That  Phlegon  not  only  calls  his  Eclip[e% 
an  Eclipfe  of  the  Sun ,  but  he  adds  likewife,  that 
the  Stars  appeared  in  Heaven.  Now  had  he  in¬ 
tended  any  darknefs ,  but  what  arofe  from  a  true 
and  proper  Eclipfe^  he  could  not  have  added  this 
circumfiance ,  becaufe  whatever  obftrufted  the  rays 
of  the  Sun,  would  much  mere  cbfiruff  the  light  of 
the  Stars1.  Very  true,  if  the  rays  of  the  Sun 
had  been  obf  ruffed  by  Clouds.  But  how  docs 
Dr.  S .  know,  that  the  Sun  was  obf  ruffed  in 
this  manner  >  Mere  fuppofitions,  which  have 
no  other  ground  but  fancy  and  private  conje¬ 
cture,  arc  worth  nothing,  at  lead  they  can 
prove  nothing.  It  is  much  more  probable,  that 
this  darknefs  was  the  fame  in  Effeff  with  that 
of  an  Eclipfe,  tho’  exceeding  it  in  Degree .  As 
it  was  preternatural  in  it  felf,  fo  it  was  likely 
to  be  very  far  removed  from  any  ordinary 

f  Lib.  I.  §.  XLL 
t  Diflertat.v  p.  67,  6& 
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cmfe  of  darknefs,  fuch  as  thick  Clouds ,  Fogs  &c 
This  is  the  opinion  of  Grot  ms u,  and  as  i  con¬ 
ceive  one  of  equal  weight  and  influence  with 
that  other  of  Dr.  Sykes .  So  that  for  any  thing, 
which  Dr.  N.  can  Anew  to  the  contrary.  Stars 
might  appear  in  the  Heavens  in  the  darknefs  at 
the  Paflion,  as  well  as  in  a  proper  Eclipfe. 


CONCLUSION. 

These  are  all  the  difficulties  and  objections, 
which,  as  far  as  I  can  find,  are  flatted  by  the 
Learned  Dr.  Sykes  againft  our  reading  of  Phle - 
gon .  And  theie  being  anfwered  fully  and  care¬ 
fully,  and  the  Text  of  Phlegon  fufficiently  vin¬ 
dicated  and  eftablifhed,  as  1  hope,  in  the  Pa¬ 
ges  preceding  has  been  done  in  fome  meafure, 
the  confequence  is,  that  all  the  fufpicions  of 
Kepler ,  together  with  his  Solar  Eclipfe,  muff 
of  coiirfc  be  given  up  as  foreign  and  of  no 
confequence.  for  what  is  an  Eclipfe  in  Oh 
202.  i.  to  that  of  Phlegon  in  the  fourth  year  of 
the  lame  olympiad? 

Let  the  calculations  of  the  former  Eclipfe 
be  made  never  fo  exaft,  let  them  fhew  to  an 
inftant  at  what  time  it  began,  how  long  it 
Lifted,  and  where  its  Central  Shadow  palled, 
yet  ftilh  fo  long  as  the  prefent  Pleading  ot  Phle- 

u  Non  interpofita  Luna,'  ut  quae  turn  plena  ciTet,  neque  nule 
$bdu£id,  fed  modo  cuvidam  ho  minibus  ignotot  Grot,  ubi  flip. 
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gon  (lands,  it  cannot,  be  the  fame  with  Phlegon  s, 
bccaufe  it  happened  4  years  before  it,  and  4 
years  in  this  cafe  are  as  good  as  forty.  No  one 
I  fuppofe  will  venture  to  affert,  or  endeavour 
to  prove  it  impoflibie  a  priori,  that  Phlegon 
fhould  take  any  notice  in  his  Chronicles  of  that 
extraordinary  darknefs,  which  happeneef-at-the 
Pa  (lion.  If  fo,  then  the  fad  it  fclf,  vvz.  that 
Phlegon  did  adually  take  notice  of  it,  if  affirm¬ 
ed,  muft  be  proved  from  Phlegon  himfelf,  if  de¬ 
nied,  difproved  from  the  fame  Author.  This 
feems  to  me  to  be  the  fureft,  the  moft  proper, 
and  the  moft  compendious  way  of  deciding  the 
‘Controverfy ;  and  for  this  reafon,  I  have  here 
confined  myfelf  to  a  drier:  examination  of  Phle - 
gons  words.  The  iftiie  of  which  is,  that  Phle - 
gon ,  in  my  opinion,  does  manifeftly  appear  to 
have  fixed  his  Eclipfe  in  Olympiad  cca.  4.  and 
the  direct  confequence  of  this  is,  that  as  by 
Dr.  Sykes  s  confeffion  no  natural  Eclipfe  of  the 
Sun  did  happen  that  year,  Phlegon  s  Eclipfe  muft 
be  judged  by  all,  who  place  the  Paffion  of 
Chrift  in  that  year,  to  relate  to  the  darknefs  at 
the  Pallion.  This,  I  fay  muft  be  the  confe¬ 
quence,  while  the  Reading  of  Phlegon  is  inch* 
as  I  have  here  reprefented  it.  If  it  can  fairly 
be  (hewn  to  be  otherwife  by  better  Evidence, 

I  (hall  make  no  fcruple  to  admit  it,  and  ffiall 
agree  with  Dr,  Sykes  in  dropping  this  Teftmony. 

L  POST** 
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T^er tull ian  fpeaking  to  the  Romms 
concerning  our  Saviour's  Paffion,  has  the 
following;  Paffage.  Eodem  momento  dies  me  dm 
(vulg.  medium)  Orbem  ftgnante  Sole  ft ubducta  eft , 
Teliquium  utique  putaverunty  qui  id  quoque  fuper 
Chrifto  pradicatum  non  J cierunt :  ratione  non  de~ 
prehemdy  negate  runt :  (ft  tamen  cum  mundi  cafum 
re  latum  in  arc  mis  ■ veftris  habetis.  At  the  fame 
inflant  (that  our  Saviour  expired  upon  the  Crofs) 
the  mid-day  Light  was  withdrawn ?  the  Sun  deal¬ 
ing  up  his  Orb.  They  truly ,  who  did  not  know , 
that  this  event  too  was  prophefted  of  Chrift ,  took 
this  darknefs  for  a  (natural)  Eclipje  $  and  when 
they  could  not  account  for  it  (philosophically),  they 
then  denied  the  fact  it  felf  And  yet  you  have 
this  fact  related  in  your  own  (publick)  Records  *. 
A  noble  Appeal  this  to  the  Roman  Prafidest 
But  there  is  one  Sentence  in  it,  which  appears 
to  Dr.  Sykes y  as  it  Rands  at  preheat,  very  diffi¬ 
cult  and  hardly  intelligible  f.  The  difficulty  with 
him  is,  how  the  fame  per  fans  that  at  fir  ft  thought 
it  a  natural  Eclipfe ,  fbould  afterwards ,  when  they 
were  told  it  was  a  preternatural  Eclipfe ,  deny  that 
there  was  any  Eclipfe  at  all ,  either  natural  or  pre¬ 
ternatural.  For  which  reafon,  to  make  all  cafy 

*  Tertullian.  Apolog.  cap.  xxi.  See  Haverc.  in  loc. 
f  i)ef  p.  43.  Difefat.  p.  36,  37. 

Si 
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snd  good  fenfe ,  the  Doctor  would  infert  a  ne* 
gative  particle  in  it,  and  explains  the  whole  in 
this  manner.  Thofe ,  lays  he,  who  knew  nothing 
of  a  Prophecy ,  that  God  defgned  to  caufe  the  Sun 
at  that  time  to  he  Eclipfed,  did  (not)  imagine p 
that  that  extraordinary  darknejs  proceeded  from  an 
Eclipfe*  whereas  in  reality  it  did  proceed  from  an 
Eclipfe :  They  not  con f dering  nor  imagining  the 
realm  of  fuch  a  preternatural  darknefs ,  denied 
that  there  could  he  an  Eclipfe ,  contrary  to  known 
facl7  and  to  what  their  own  accounts  hear  witnefs 
to  *.  By  which  Interpretation  and  Criticiim, 
the  Doctor,  as  I  apprehend,  has  quite  deflroy~ 
ed  the  whole  Thought  and  Senfe  of  Tertullianp 
and  made  it  ten  times  more  obfcurc  and  per* 
plexed  than  it  was  before.  The  Learned  Ea~ 
ther  never  intended  to  fay,  that  thefe  Adver- 
faries  did  not  marine  the  darknefs  at  the  Pa  Hi  on 

o 

to  have  been  an  Eclipfey  but  juft  the  contrary* 
that  at  firfh  they  did  imagine  it  to  he  fo.  And 
that  this  is  the  true  meaning  of  Tertullian*  is 
evident  from  that  very  Pad  age  of  Origen*  which 
Dr.  Sykes  had  produced  before,  and  made  fo 
much  noife  with.  For  there  we  find  the  Pa¬ 
gans  firft  averting,  that  at  the  time  of  chrifl’s 
Fajjion  there  was  nothing  but  a  common  and  itatu- 
rat  Eclipfe  of  the  Sun  f.  But  when  Origen  had 

*  Def.  p.  43^  44. 

■f  Dicun  t,  quia  ficut  folet  iieri  in  Solis  defe&ione,  ftc  fa<% 
/eft  tunc  Defe&io.  Orig.  ub.  fup. 

See  above,  p.  43,  45. 
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confuted  this  pretence,  then  they  proceed  to 
queftion  the  fact  it  felt’*  $  juft  like  the  Men  in 
Tertullian ,  who  at  firft  called  the  darknefs  at 
the  Paffion  a  common  Eclipfe,  DeBquium  uti- 
que  putavenmt  5  but  when  they  found-,  this  dark- 
nefs  could  not  be  a  common  Eclipfe,  and  was 
not  to  be  accounted  for  upon  principles  of  Phi- 
lofophy,  then  rather  than  admit  it  to  be  pre¬ 
ternatural  and  miraculous,  they  deny  the  faft 
it  felf,  rut  tone  non  deprehensd >  negaverunt .  W  here 
is  the  difficulty  in  all  this?  And  how  could  the 
Doftor  perceive  any,  unlefs  he  was  difpofed  for 
a  nedum  in  Jcirpo?  To  me  the  words  and  fenfe 
are  fo  clear,  as  to  need  no  Comment,  and  ex¬ 
clude  all  miftakc.  The  particle  non  indeed  would 
make  Tertullian  very  unintelligible,  and  the 
Dr/s  Paraphrafe  is  beyond  my  comprehenfion. 
The  Pagans,  fays  the  D  oft  or,  did  not  imagine 
the  darknefs  to  he  an  Eclipfe,  What  did  they 
imagine  ir  to  be  then?  To  be  preternatural ',  or 
nothing  ?  If  the  firft,  why  did  they  deny  the  fact 
st  all?  If  the  latter,  why  did  they  not  deny  it 
in  the  firft  inftance,  without  demurring  upon  it 
a  while,  till  the  ratio  of  it  could  not  be  found  ? 
Again.  In  reality ,  fays  the  Doftor,  it  did  pro¬ 
ceed  from  an  Eclipfe .  What  a  natural  Eclipfe  ? 
That  s  what  no  Chriftian  Father  would  affirm. 
Or  was  it  no  natural  Eclipfe ,  but  an  extraordi* 
nary  darknefs?  Then  the  Doctors  fentence  in 
effeft  is  this,  that  the  darknefs  at  the  Pafllpu 

v-  *  l£e  above*  p.  45,  46 -J 
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proceeded  from  an  extraordinary  darknefs ,  which, 

I  think,  is  no  very  good  fenie  ;  it  being  a  little 
difficult  to  me  to  conceive,  how  a  darknefs  can 
be  laid  to  proceed  from  a  darknefs.  Once  more. 
They  not  conf dering  nor  imagining  the  reajon  of 
fuch  a  preternatural  darknefs ,  denied  that  there 
could  be  an  Eclipfe ,  contrary  to  known  fact,  and 
to  what  their  own  accounts  bear  witnefs  to *  Here 
we  have  jargon  and  Ambiguities  again.  For 
what  is  the  meaning  of  Eclipfe  ?  The  Doctor, 
who  appears  fuch  an  Enemy  to  an  improper 
ufe  of  that  word,  fhould  mean  a  natural  Eclipfe, 
And  then,  where  is  the  wonder,  in  the  Pagans 
denial  of  a  natural  Eclipfe,  if  the  darknefs  was 
really  preternatural  ?  But  if  his  Eclipfe  means  no 
more  than  an  extraordinary  darknefs,  why  does 
he  ufe  that  word  to  explain  Tertullian3  which 
is  not  in  Tertullian  himfelf,  and  ferves  only  to 
obfeure  his  fenfe  ?  This  is  to  fhew,  how  wide¬ 
ly  Dr.  Sykes  has  miftaken  the  true  fenfe  of  Ter- 
tullian ,  and  how  far  his  Paraphrafe  is  from 
^clearing  it.  The  Fathers  Text  is  plain  and  pure 
enough  already,  and  wants  no  new  infertions 
of  negative  particles  $  and  that  interpretation  ©f 
it,  which  l  have  given  above,  has  been  ad¬ 
mitted  without  any  difficulty  by  Jofeph  Scali - 
ger*,  and  the  late  very  Learned  Editor  of  the 
Apology ,  Sigebertm  Haver  camp  j. 


I  can- 


?  Seal.  Aitfmadv,  in  Eufcb.  p.  171, 
j-  Not»  in  loc. 
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I  cannot  conclude  this  head,  without  doing 
a  piece  of  Juftice  to  two  great  Men,  Grottm 
and  HaetiuSy  upon  whom  Dr.  Sykes  on  occaiion 
of  this  Paffage  of  Tertullian  has  thrown  fome 
very  rude  and  injurious  Afperfions.  Thefe  ex¬ 
cellent  Writers  in  their  quotations  of  Tertullian 
had  omitted  the  words,  ratione  non  deprehensd 
negaverunt .  Upon  which  Dr.  Sykes  breaks  out 
into  this  fevere  cenfure  of  them.  Such  carelefs 
citations  of  Authors  cm  hardly  be  reconciled  to  Truth 
mid  Faithfulnefs  5  and  fhew,  how  little  trufl  is  to 
be  placed  in  quotations  from  any  Writer ,  2 vhtlft 
they  are  not  the  fubjecl  of  any  Controver fy  5  or 
elje  it  fhews,  that  thefe  great  Men  Jaw  the  diffi¬ 
culty,  and  omitted  what  they  did ,  becaufe  they 
could  not  well  tell  how  to  account  for  it  *.  Be¬ 
hold  the  fagacity  of  theDodor  in  fmelling  and 
difeovering  a  Plot !  Moderns  and  Antients  are,  it 
feems,  all  alike  in  making  wrong  citations;  all 
are  to  be  fufpeded  of  carrying  on  fome  finifter 
ends  and  defigns  by  them,  except  one  faithful 
Admirer  of  Truth  and  Sincerity.  But  pray5 
what  difficulty  did  thefe  great  Men  fee,  that  could 
deter  them  from  citing  Tcrtullian  faithfully  > 
Were  they  afraid,  think  you,  of  publishing  an 
idle  objedion  of  the  Pagans  >  Why  Should  they 
be  more  afraid,  than  Tertullian  himfelf  ?  And 
why  fhould  they  be  difeouraged  from  publish¬ 
ing  fuch  an  objedion  as  this,  when  they  had 
published  twenty  others  much  more  confider, 

Def.  p.  47^ 
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able  i  Good  Do&or,  be  not  quite  fa  jealous 

and  fufpicious  5  honcfty  and  fincerity  are  not  yet 

confined  to  one  fingle  Perfon.  As  to  thefe 

two  Writers,  I  believe,  I  can  give  a  very  good 

account  of  their  omiflions  in  citing  Tertullim . 

You  mult  know,  the  words  ratione  non  depre~ 

hensd  negavenmt >  were  firft  published  from  a 

MS.  of  Fuld  by  Rigdtim  in  1 635  *5  in  all  the 

Editions  before  this  they  were  wanting  >  and 

even  that  of  Eameliu$y  in  the  fame  year,  thos 

it  pretends  to  follow  exactly  Rtgdtiuss  Text, 

has  left  them  our.  Is  it  not  therefore  very* 

* 

poflible  and  probable  too,  that  Grotius  and 
Huetius  might  make  their  extra&s  from  feme 
Edition  of  Tertullim ,  which  had  not  thefe 
words  ?  For  my  own  part,  I  had  rather  flip- 
pofe  this  to  be  the  cafe  5  and  whether  fuch 
a  fuppofition  may  be  juftiy  admitted,  I  leave 
to  the  arbitration  of  better  judges. 

*  Ratione  non  depreh.  J  Utiliter  imo  neceifarie  his  augcri  de- 
hebat  Tcrtull.  ut  fecit  Rig.  ex  pra?cIaro  Cod.  Fuld.  Legebatur 
antea,  m#  feierunt.  Et  tamen  & c.  Haverc.  in  loc, 

FINIS. 
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